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As higher education institutions continue to compete for a declining population of 
students (National Student Clearinghouse Research Center, 2019), an increased focus on 
retaining existing students is required to maintain current levels of undergraduate 
enrollment (Elliott & Shin, 2002; Habley, Bloom, & Robbins, 2012; Judson & Taylor, 
2014; Schertzer & Schertzer, 2004, Vianden & Barlow, 2014). Predominant student 
retention models (Astin, 1965; Bean, 1985; Tinto, 1987, 1993) emphasize the interaction 
between students and institutional representatives as a primary factor influencing the 
student experience and student decisions to continue enrollment in future academic terms. 
Although academic advisors are the institutional representative most likely to interact 
with a student throughout the student’s academic life, it is challenging to quantitatively 
examine the influence of academic advising on student persistence. Guided by the 
conceptual models for College Impact Theory (CIT), Social Exchange Theory (SET), 
Relationship Marketing Theory (RMT), and the Theory of Planned Behavior Theory 
(TPB), the current study examined the influence of perceptions of the academic advising 
experience on student-institution relationship quality, student loyalty to the institution, 
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and student enrollment intentions. Based on theory and prior research, an a priori 
hypothesized structural equation model (SEM) was constructed. 
The purpose of this study was to test the hypothesized structural model. Data were 
collected via a self-administered online survey completed by undergraduate, degree 
seeking students, over the age of 18, who were enrolled at the main campus of a large, 
Midwestern, 4-year, public institution of higher education (N = 10,809; n = 685). SEM 
analysis using maximum likelihood (ML) estimation was performed to a) assess the 
overall fit of the hypothesized structural model to the sample data; b) determine the 
amount of variance in all endogenous variables that could be explained by the 
hypothesized structural model; and c) identify the direct, indirect, and total effects among 
the variables included in the hypothesized structural model. The hypothesized structural 
model exhibited poor overall model fit and post-hoc model modifications were made. 
Results of the SEM analysis on the final model using IBM SPSS AMOS version 25 
software revealed several interesting findings. Most noteworthy was the finding that 
perceptions of the academic advising experience had a statistically significant effect on 
student enrollment intentions via the mediating effect of student-institution relationship 
quality. 
In order to support the role that academic advising plays in the development of a 
positive student-institution relationship, it is recommended that institutional leaders 
explore and implement policies and procedures that support a positive academic advising 
experience for all students. For open access institutions, specifically, institutions should 
take steps to manage advisor to advisee caseloads with an understanding that their 
students may be academically underprepared, unsure of career goals, and/or have limited 
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understanding of college processes and procedures (Klempin & Karp, 2018). 
Recommendations for future research include focusing on re-specifying, retesting, and 
cross-validating the hypothesized model.	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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
As higher education institutions continue to compete for a declining population of 
students (National Student Clearinghouse Research Center, 2019), an increased focus on 
retaining existing students is required to maintain current levels of undergraduate 
enrollment (Elliott & Shin, 2002; Habley, Bloom, & Robbins, 2012; Judson & Taylor, 
2014; Schertzer & Schertzer, 2004, Vianden & Barlow, 2014). Predominant student 
retention models (Astin, 1965; Bean, 1985; Tinto, 1987, 1993) have emphasized the 
interaction between students and institutional representatives as a primary factor 
influencing the student experience and student decisions to continue or discontinue that 
experience at a given institution. However, understanding why a student leaves is not the 
same as understanding how to help students remain, or persist, at an institution (Tinto, 
2012).  
Recent research (Rojas-Mendez, Vasquez-Parraga, Kara, & Cerda-Urrutia, 2009, 
Vianden & Barlow, 2014, Vianden, 2015) has suggested that the quality of the student-
institution relationship is one factor that influences a student’s decision to continue 
enrollment. Carvalho and de Oliveira Mota (2010) emphasized the importance of 
interactions between students and institutional representatives in promoting student 
persistence and feelings of loyalty to the institution. However, the way relational 
connections between students and institutional representatives influences student 
enrollment behaviors is, as yet, unclear and may vary based on the specific kind of 
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institutional representative with whom the student interacts (Perin, Sampaio, Simoes, & 
de Polvora, 2012; Sampaio, Perin, Simoes, & Kleinowski, 2012).  
Academic advisors are, potentially, the institutional representative most likely to 
be available throughout a student’s academic life at an institution of higher education 
(Aiken-Wisniewski, Smith, & Troxel, 2010; Bay & Daniel, 2001; Drake 2011; Habley et 
al., 2012; Hunter & White, 2004, Roberts & Styron, 2010). Prior research has suggested 
that the academic advising relationship plays an important role in shaping students’ 
perceptions of the university and the university experience (Bowden, 2011; Clemes, 
Ozanne, & Tram, 2001; Raciti, 2008; Tinto, 1993, 2012). However, academic advising is 
not a one-size-fits-all endeavor – varying both across and within institutions (Habley et 
al., 2012; Hagen, 2008; Schulenberg & Lindhorst, 2008) – which has presented 
challenges in examining the influence of academic advising on student persistence on a 
broad scale. Furthermore, there has been a lack of quantitative research in this area 
(Schreiner & Nelson, 2013).  
Statement of the Problem 
Although the role that academic advisors play in developing relational 
connections with students has been considered integral to student persistence (Drake, 
2011; Roberts & Styron, 2010; Strayhorn, 2012; Tinto, 2012), the way academic advising 
influences student persistence behaviors has been unclear and may hinge on a variety of 
factors like how advising is delivered, who provides advising, or the type of advising 
provided (Robbins, 2012). While Light (2001) asserted, “good advising may be the single 
most underestimated characteristic of a successful college experience” (p. 81), academic 
advisors have continued to express frustration at having to explain what advisors do and 
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have questioned whether academic advising is recognized as more than assisting students 
in course selection (Aiken-Wisniewski, Johnson, Larson & Barkemeyer, 2015). This has 
raised a concern that the influence of academic advising on student success, including 
persistence behaviors, may not be fully recognized (Tukey, 1996) by institution 
administrators, and suggested the need for additional research to describe and clarify the 
unique and important role of academic advising in higher education (Boston, 2011; 
Darling, 2015; Habley, 2009; Habley et al., 2012; Himes, 2014; Hurt & McLaughlin, 
2012; Montano, Hunt, & Boudreaux, 2005; Museus & Ravello, 2010; Tukey, 1996). 
Furthermore, there has been a continued call for research to explore the role, value, and 
effectiveness of academic advising programs (Aiken-Wisniewski et al., 2010; Boston, 
2011; Darling, 2015; Habley, 2000, 2009; Himes, 2014; Hurt & McLaughlin, 2012; Kuhn 
& Padak, 2008; McGillin, 2010; Montano et al., 2005; Museus & Ravello, 2010; 
Schulenberg & Lindhorst, 2008; Tukey, 1996; Young-Jones et al., 2013) in relation to 
student success (Ellis, 2014; Kimball & Campbell, 2013) and student persistence (Smith 
& Allen, 2014; Vianden & Barlow, 2015). 
Purpose and Significance of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to quantitatively examine the influence of academic 
advising on student persistence behaviors (enrollment intentions) via the mediation of 
student-institution relationship quality (trust, satisfaction, and affective commitment) and 
student loyalty to the institution. This study added to the literature on the influence of 
academic advising on the quality of the student-institution relationship and student 
persistence behaviors in the American higher education context. 




College impact research has focused on a variety of academic, social, and 
environmental factors that impact a student’s decision to continue enrollment at an 
institution of higher education. While student persistence can be measured post-hoc 
through longitudinal enrollment data, the influences on a student’s decision to continue or 
discontinue enrollment in a future academic term are not reflected in such data. Assuming 
that the educational goal attainment of its students is the ultimate goal for an institution of 
higher education, it is therefore paramount that educational researchers continue to seek 
an understanding of the impact of the institutional environment and experience on student 
attitudes toward and behaviors related to the act of persisting (Astin, 1993; Aiken-
Wisniewski et al., 2010; White & Schulenberg, 2012; Young-Jones et al., 2013) in order 
to make organizational decisions that support student persistence and goal completion 
(Habley et al., 2012; Tinto, 2012) by developing what Habley (1981, p. 45) calls a 
“staying environment.”  
In its simplest form, student persistence/attrition theory (Astin, 1965; Tinto, 1993; 
Bean, 1985) has asserted that interaction with institutional representatives can influence a 
student’s feelings and attitudes about the institution as well as the student’s decision to 
continue enrollment at the institution. In a similar vein, customer retention theory has 
asserted that interaction with an organizational representative can lead to feelings about 
the organization and decisions to continue a relationship with the organization. Figure 1 
presents these simple models, highlighting the one-to-one correspondence of the 
variables in the two models. 
 









Figure 1. Comparing simple models of student persistence theory and customer retention 
theory, highlighting the one-to-one correspondence of the model variables. 
 
Taking customer retention theory one step further, relationship marketing theory 
(RMT) has suggested that interaction with an organizational representative can support or 
detract from the development of a relationship with the organization, which could 
subsequently contribute to an overall feeling of loyalty to the organization and drive 
customer decisions to continue a relationship with the organization (Berry, 1995, 2002). 
Applying relationship marketing theory in the higher education context has provided a 
similar model for examining the factors that influence a student’s decision to continue or 
discontinue enrollment at an institution. Figure 2 presents these models, highlighting the 
one-to-one correspondence of the variables in the two models. However, it is unlikely 
that the influence of the variables in these models is strictly linear. In acknowledgement 
of the probable interrelationship among the variables, Figure 3 represents a non-linear 



























Figure 2. Comparing simple models of relationship marketing theory and relationship 
marketing theory in the higher education context, highlighting the one-to-one 








The research questions guiding this study focused on 1) assessing the fit between 
the observed and predicted covariance matrices for the hypothesized structural model; 2) 
determining the amount variance in student-institution relationship quality, student 
loyalty to the institution, and student enrollment intentions explained by the hypothesized 
structural model, and 3) examining the direct, indirect, and total effects between 
perceptions of the academic advising experience, student-institution relationship quality, 


















Loyalty Enrollment Decisions 
Interaction with Institutional 
Representative 
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The research questions for the study were: 
Research Question 1. To what extent does the hypothesized structural model produce an 
estimated population covariance matrix that is consistent with the sample covariance 
matrix?  
a.   If the data do not fit the hypothesized structural model, can the model be 
improved? 
Research Question 2. How much of the variance in student-institution relationship 
quality, student loyalty to the institution, and student enrollment intentions can be 
explained by the hypothesized structural model? 
Research Question 3. What are the direct, indirect, and total effects among the variables – 
perceptions of the academic advising experience, student-institution relationship 
quality, student loyalty to the institution, and student enrollment intentions – included 
in the hypothesized structural model? 
Definition of Relevant Terms 
 The following terms and their definitions were keys terms for the current study. 
 
Academic Advising: Situations in which an institutional representative provides 
information and guidance to a student regarding academic, personal, and extracurricular 
issues. (Kuhn, 2008). 
Academic Advisor: An institutional representative, faculty or staff, responsible for 
providing academic advising to students. 
Affective Commitment to the University: A measure of the psychological and 
emotional bonding between a student and the higher education institution (Bowden, 
2013). 
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Satisfaction with the University: A measure of how well the higher education 
institution is meeting the expectations and/or needs of its students (Elliott & Healy, 
2001). 
Student Loyalty: An attitudinal indicator of the connection a student feels to the 
institution (de Macedo Bergamo, Giuliani, de Camargo, Zambaldi, & Ponchio, 2012). 
Student Persistence: Continued student enrollment in future academic terms 
(Habley et al., 2012; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005) until completion of an academic goal 
(Tinto, 2012). Persistence metrics reflect student enrollment behavior. For purposes of 
this study, student persistence is considered at the institutional level, rather than the 
systems-level as defined by Tinto (2012). 
Student Retention: An institutional metric reflecting the educational attainment of 
students at a particular institution that is often measured as the number of years of 
education or degrees conferred (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005) for a specific student 
population in relation to a specific educational goal (Tinto, 2012). 
Trust in the University: A measure of students’ confidence in the institution’s 
integrity and reliability (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). 
Limitations of the Study 
The results of this study were limited by several issues, including data collection, 
sampling, and model specification. These limitations are discussed in the following 
paragraphs. 
Data Collection 
Data for this study were collected with an online survey tool through which 
participants were invited to, and reminded to, participate via emails sent to their 
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university email accounts. Due to an error in developing the survey in Qualtrics, the 
original data collection was determined to be invalid and a second data collection was 
required. From the first data collection to the second data collection, the response rate 
declined from 9.0% to 7.8%. This may have been a result of participants in the first study 
leaving the institution before the second survey was administered or a result of 
participants in the first survey opting not to participate in the second survey. However, 
having to re-administer the survey led to a smaller sample with which to evaluate the 
hypothesized model. 
Self-reported data.  Self-reported data can be influenced by participant response 
styles. Tendencies to answer favorably or unfavorably, to answer consistently, or to use 
one end of a ratings scale could affect the validity of the data (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, 
Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003; Van Vaerenbergh & Thomas, 2013). In addition, this study was 
implemented at the researcher’s home institution, including the academic unit in which 
the researcher was an academic advisor. A comparison of the sample population to the 
overall population indicated that a disproportionate amount of survey responses came 
from students enrolled in the researcher’s academic unit, therefore the possibility of 
social desirability bias existed (Esterberg, 2002; Podsakoff et al., 2003). 
Sampling  
The sample population for this study was representative of the overall population 
when considering class standing, status, and age. However, the sample population was 
somewhat different from the overall population when considering sex, ethnicity, race, and 
college of enrollment. For example, the sample population had an overrepresentation of 
female respondents (66.7%) compared to the overall population (51.6%). The sample 
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population also included higher percentages in the Asian (4.1% compared to 2.6 % in the 
overall population) and White (80.4% compared to 74.6% in the overall population) 
ethnicity categories. These discrepancies might be attributed to nonresponse and 
propensity to respond behaviors (Remler & Van Ryzin, 2011). In a review of literature on 
college student characteristics that impact survey response/non-response, Sharkness 
(2012) concluded that, regardless of the survey topic, women were more likely to respond 
to surveys than men and that White and Asian-American students are more likely to 
respond to surveys than other ethnicities. The sample population for this study was 
consistent with that conclusion.  
Finally, the sample population included a higher percentage of respondents from 
the college in which the researcher was employed (15.2%) when compared to the overall 
population (9.2%) and a lower percentage of respondents from the college that 
predominantly served freshman students (10.2%) when compared to the overall 
population (18.0%). The over-representation of participants enrolled in the academic unit 
in which the researcher was employed might be attributed to the fact that the researcher 
was well known to many of the students enrolled in the academic unit. The lower 
percentage of respondents from the college that predominantly served freshman students 
might be attributed to the fact that students in this college would have had fewer 
opportunities to interact with an academic advisor. 
Convenience sampling.  The data for this study were collected at the institution 
at which the researcher was employed due to the ease of access to the study population 
via a self-administered online survey. The purpose of quantitative research is to select a 
sample, measure variables of interest, and make inferences about a larger population 
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(Fisher & Bloomfield, 2019), which requires a random sampling technique. Because the 
sample population for this study was not selected randomly, the findings cannot be 
generalized to the overall study population at the study site or across the larger higher 
education arena. 
Model Specification 
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) analysis with Maximum Likelihood (ML) 
estimation using IBM SPSS AMOS version 25 indicated that the hypothesized structural 
model did not exhibit good overall model fit. Two regression paths in the model were not 
significant at the p = .05 level. In successive models, post-hoc modifications were made 
to the hypothesized model, removing the direct regression path from Loyalty to Intent 
and the direct regression path from Advising to Intent. As a result, the overall fit of the 
model was improved slightly, but not to the point of exhibiting good overall model fit. In 
addition, modification indices (MI) produced during analysis suggested the addition of 
multiple covariance paths between the error variables, or residuals, in the hypothesized 
structural model, which may indicate issues with the specification of the measurement 
model for the latent construct called Relationship Quality (Cole, Ciesla, & Steiger, 2007; 
Hermida, 2015; MacCallum, 1986).  
Organization of the Study 
This dissertation consists of five chapters. In Chapter 1, the background, 
statement of the problem, purpose and significance of the study, conceptual framework, 
research questions, definition of relevant terms, and limitations for the current study were 
presented. In Chapter 2, a review of the extant literature on academic advising, student-
institution relationship quality and its components, student persistence behaviors, and 
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relationship marketing is presented. In Chapter 3, the research questions, research design, 
value of the methodology, setting and access to the study site, data collection, population 
and sampling, and instrumentation for the current study are reviewed. Additionally, the 
data analysis process is described. In Chapter 4, the results of the data analysis are 
presented. And lastly, in Chapter 5, an interpretation of findings is proposed, including 
limitations of the findings, implications for future research, and implications for future 
practice. 	    






CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
 College impact research has focused on a variety of academic, social, and 
environmental factors that impact a student’s decision to continue enrollment at an 
institution of higher education. While student persistence can be measured post-hoc 
through longitudinal enrollment data, the influences on a student’s decision to continue or 
discontinue enrollment in a future academic term are not reflected in such data. Assuming 
that the educational goal attainment of its students is the ultimate goal for an institution of 
higher education, it is paramount that educational researchers continue to seek an 
understanding of the impact of the institutional environment and experience on student 
attitudes toward and behaviors related to the act of persisting (Astin, 1993; Aiken-
Wisniewski et al., 2010; White & Schulenberg, 2012; Young-Jones et al., 2013) in order 
to make organizational decisions that support student persistence and goal completion 
(Habley et al., 2012; Tinto, 2012) by developing what Habley (1981, p. 45) calls a 
“staying environment.”  
Academic advisors are, potentially, the institutional representative most likely to 
be available throughout a student’s academic life at an institution of higher education 
(Aiken-Wisniewski et al., 2010; Bay & Daniel, 2001; Drake 2011; Habley et al., 2012; 
Hunter & White, 2004, Roberts & Styron, 2010) and the academic advising relationship 
plays an important role in shaping students’ perceptions of the university and the 
university experience (Bowden, 2011; Clemes, Ozanne, & Tram, 2001; Raciti, 2008; 
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Tinto, 1993, 2012). As such, the student-institution relationship developed during the 
academic advising process is integral to promoting student persistence and the overall 
retention of students (Ackerman & Schibrowsky, 2007; Drake, 2011; Mottarella, 
Fritzsche, & Cerabino, 2004; Newman & Jahdi, 2009; Roberts & Styron, 2010; Smith & 
Allen, 2014; Strayhorn, 2012; Swecker, Fifolt, & Searby, 2013; Thompson & Prieto, 
2013). However, the way academic advising influences student persistence behaviors is 
unclear.  Social exchange theory and, specifically, relationship marketing theory may be 
useful in elucidating this relationship (Ackerman & Schibrowsky, 2007; Alves, 
Mainardes, & Raposo, 2010; Raciti, 2008). 
Theoretical Framework 
This study will be broadly guided by college impact theory and relationship 
marketing theory. Additionally, the study is informed by the lack of a normative theory of 
academic advising (Himes, 2014; Lowenstein, 2014). 
College Impact Theory 
In the study of student attrition, two phrases – retention and persistence – are 
often used interchangeably, when they are, in fact, different but related concepts (Tinto, 
2012). Student retention is an institutional metric reflecting the educational attainment of 
students at a particular institution and is often measured as the number of years of 
education or degrees conferred (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005) for a specific student 
population in relation to a specific educational goal (Tinto, 2012). For example, an 
institution may report a 95% retention rate, indicating that 95% of a given student 
population completed a specific educational goal (e.g. earned a degree) at that institution. 
In contrast, student persistence is defined as continued student enrollment in future 
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academic terms (Habley et al., 2012; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005) until completion of 
an academic goal (Tinto, 2012). Persistence metrics reflect student enrollment behavior. 
As such, student persistence is a natural antecedent to institutional retention (Pascarella & 
Terenzini, 1991; Tinto, 2012). In other words, if a student does not continue enrollment 
in future academic terms (persistence) until completion of an academic goal (degree 
completion), there is a negative impact on institutional retention rates. College impact 
research has focused primarily on understanding why a student chooses to continue 
enrollment at an institution and what an institution can do to encourage continued 
enrollment. 
Alexander Astin’s I-E-O model. In proposing one of the earliest college impact 
models (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005), Alexander Astin (1965) suggested that 1) a 
student brings individual characteristics and attributes to the college experience (input); 
2) the student interacts with, is involved with, or is impacted by institutional programs, 
policies, representatives, and educational experiences (environment); and 3) the 
interaction of student characteristics/attributes and the student’s involvement with the 
institutional environment affects academic outcomes (outcome), like continued 
enrollment (Panos & Astin, 1968). The importance of this interaction effect was 
supported by Pascarella and Terenzini (2005) who concluded that “what happens to 
students on any given campus is far more determinant of educational outcomes” than 
institutional characteristics (p. 386). 
Although conceptual in nature, Astin’s I-E-O model, depicted in Figure 4, 
provides a framework for understanding the interaction effects of individual student 
attributes and experiences on educational outcomes. 




Figure 4. Representation of Astin’s I-E-O model. Adapted from “Effect of different 
college environments on the vocational choices of high aptitude students,” by A. W. 
Astin, 1965, Journal of Counseling Psychology, 12(1), 28-34. Copyright 1965 by Wm. C. 
Brown Co. 
 
Based on Astin’s I-E-O conceptual model, John Bean (1985) and Vincent Tinto (1987) 
developed more complex models of the impact of the college environment on student 
enrollment decisions. 
Vincent Tinto’s longitudinal model of institutional departure. Often 
considered the paradigmatic theory of student persistence-departure (Pascarella & 
Terenzini, 2005), Vincent Tinto’s (1987) model of student departure, depicted in Figure 
5, theorized that students experience college through a variety of interactions with 
members of the institutional community and that these interactions, formal and informal, 
lead to academic integration and social integration with the institution.  
Inputs Outputs 
Environment 




Figure 5. Recreation of Tinto’s longitudinal model of institutional departure. Adapted 
from Leaving College: Rethinking the Causes and Cures of Student Attrition by V. Tinto, 
1993, p. 114. Copyright 1993 by The University of Chicago Press. 
 
More specifically, Tinto’s (1987, 1993) model of institutional departure suggested 
that contact with faculty and staff influences student perceptions of the institution’s 
commitment to student welfare. These perceptions impact students’ institutional 
commitment and decisions to persist or depart. Positive experiences lead to increased 
persistence; negative experiences increase the likelihood of student departure.  
Critics of Tinto’s model have suggested that Tinto assumes integrating into the 
existing campus culture is an appropriate measure of student success (Kuh & Love, 
2000). Additionally, critics have suggested that Tinto’s measures for social integration 
and academic integration do not accurately represent the way that all students, 
specifically students in underrepresented populations, experience feelings of belonging at 
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an institution (Hurtado & Carter, 1997; Rendon, Jalomo, & Nora, 2000; Strayhorn, 2012, 
2015). Tinto (2012) acknowledged these criticisms in his later publications.  
John Bean’s conceptual model of dropout syndrome. John Bean (1985) 
developed a model of student attrition that incorporated “dropout syndrome” as the 
endogenous variable. In this model, depicted in Figure 6, dropout syndrome is defined as 
“a conscious, openly discussed intention to leave an institution” (Bean, 1985, p. 36) 
combined with the behavior of departing the institution. Bean (1985) also incorporated 
socialization variables for institutional commitment and institutional fit, which mimic 
Tinto’s social integration construct. Bean’s (1985) findings suggested that these 
socialization variables had the largest overall influence on dropout syndrome across all 
class levels, freshmen through junior, and that input variables, including interaction with 
institutional representatives, displayed only indirect influence on dropout syndrome 
through the socialization variables. Bean (1985) concluded that institutional policies and 
services that increase institutional fit and commitment, should lead to a decrease in 
student departure behavior. 
 
 




Figure 6. Recreation of Bean’s conceptual model of dropout syndrome. Adapted from 
“Interaction Effects Based on Class Level in an Explanatory Model of College Student 
Dropout Syndrome,” by J. P. Bean, 1985, American Educational Research Journal, 
22(1), p. 37. Copyright 1985 by American Educational Research Association. 
 
Although researchers continue to adapt the Tinto and Bean models to better 
address the changing demographic nature and needs of the higher education student 
population (Hurtado & Carter, 1997; Rendon, Jalomo, & Nora, 2000; Strayhorn, 2012, 
2015), the idea that student engagement and interaction with campus representatives 
influences decisions to persist or depart college has weathered the test of time (Levine & 
Cureton, 1998; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). While the Astin (1965), Bean (1985), and 
Tinto (1987, 1993) models vary in complexity, a synthesis of them indicates that 1) 
students come to the college environment with academic and personal characteristics that 
may, or may not, influence their success in attaining desired academic outcomes, 2) the 
campus environment provides additional stimuli that may, or may not, influence student 
success in attaining desired academic outcomes, 3) campus stimuli support or prohibit 
perceptions of institutional fit and institutional commitment, and 4) the interaction of 
student characteristics and feelings of institutional fit, contributes to a student’s decision 
to continue enrollment at the institution.  
Academic Factors 
• Prematriculation Performance 





• Faculty Contact 
• Social Life 
Environmental Factors 
• Finances 
• Opportunity to Transfer 
• Outside Friends 
Socialization/Selection Factors 
• College Grades 
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Social Exchange Theory 
Social exchange theory focuses on understanding the social bonds developed 
during the interaction of individuals, groups, and/or organizations (Cook & Rice, 2003; 
Molm, Collett, & Schaefer, 2007). Within social exchange theory research, a focus on the 
impact of emotions and emotional responses on the depth of the relational bonds 
developed during social exchange (Lawler, Thye, & Yoon, 2008; Lawler & Yoon, 1996) 
has evolved.  Specifically, Lawler et al. (2008) suggested that repeated interactions 
within a social structure may support or undermine participant’s feelings of commitment 
to and trust in a particular social unit, which is also described as social solidarity (Molm 
et al., 2007).  
Relationship Marketing Theory 
Founded on the tenets of social exchange theory (Arnett, Wittmann, & Wilson, 
2003), relationship marketing theory focuses on attracting, maintaining, and enhancing 
customer relationships (Berry, 2002) through the ongoing provision of services by a 
company representative (Berry, 1995). Expanding on this concept, Morgan and Hunt 
(1994) defined relationship marketing as all activities involved with establishing, 
developing, and maintaining successful customer relationships.  
Similar to Molm et al.’s (2007) concept of social solidarity, relationship 
marketing strategies include social bonding efforts such as referring to customers by 
name, continuity of service with the same institutional representative, going beyond core 
services, and regular communication with the customer (Berry, 1995). While researchers 
have included a variety of constructs in relationship marketing theory-driven studies, the 
most common exogenous variables have been perceived service quality, satisfaction, 
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trust, and commitment (Henning-Thurau, Gwinner, & Gremler, 2002) and the most 
common endogenous variable has been consumer loyalty. This model of relationship 
marketing is depicted in Figure 7. 
 
Figure 7. Model of common relationship marketing exogenous and endogenous 
variables.  
 
Relationship marketing strategies have primarily been applied in the for-profit 
arena (Arnett et al., 2003) as a method of exploring the factors influencing customer 
satisfaction, loyalty, and retention in order to identify the antecedents to company-
defined outcomes and to gain a better understanding of the causal relationship between 
those antecedents and outcomes (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2002). While non-profit 
organizations can also benefit from relationship marketing strategies (Arnett et al., 2003), 
the theory’s use in the higher education sector has been limited. Relationship marketing 
in higher education has focused primarily on the role of institutional image and reputation 
in attracting and retaining students (Angulo-Ruiz & Pergelova, 2013; Bowden, 2011), 
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students as customers (Angulo-Ruiz & Pergelova, 2013; Levine & Cureton, 1998; Ng & 
Forbes, 2009).  
Concerns with the student as customer paradigm include the idea that students are 
paying for educational services and should, therefore, be entitled to determine how 
classes are taught, what classes should be required, and the amount of student effort 
required to earn passing grades, as well as the idea that students should have the right to 
argue for a grade change when not satisfied with the assessment of their academic 
performance (Brennan & Bennington, 1999; Mark, 2013). This mindset may contribute to 
the belief that it is the responsibility of the higher education institution to provide an 
education, versus the responsibility of the student to participate in and take responsibility 
for the education process (Bay & Daniel, 2001). However, research in student services 
has suggested that, when considering student service activities, like academic advising, 
higher education institutions should treat students as consumers, focusing on increasing 
student satisfaction in order to increase student loyalty and persistence (Kuhn & Padak, 
2008; Rojas-Mendez et al., 2009; Schertzer & Schertzer, 2004). To this end, Newman 
and Jahdi (2009) suggested that the customer services marketing model, which focuses 
on customer needs, expectations, and satisfaction, is appropriate in higher education and 
Spicuzza (1992) specifically suggested that the model is appropriate for academic 
advising.  
Academic Advising Theory  
Described as the “the stalwart soldier of American higher education” (Hunter & 
White, 2004, p. 25), academic advisors are, potentially, the institutional representatives 
most likely to be available throughout a student’s academic life at an institution of higher 
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education (Aiken-Wisniewski et al., 2010; Bay & Daniel, 2001; Drake 2011; Habley et 
al., 2012; Hunter & White, 2004, Roberts & Styron, 2010; White, 2015). Advisors play 
an important role in shaping students’ perceptions of the university and the university 
experience (Bowden, 2011; Clemes et al., 2001; Raciti, 2008; Tinto, 1993, 2012). 
However, academic advising is not a one-size-fits-all endeavor – varying both across and 
within institutions. To understand the complexity of academic advising in the current 
system of American higher education, an understanding of the development and growth 
of this field of work is helpful. 
Although academic advising activities were documented as early as 1636 when 
Harvard College was founded, the first formal advising system was developed at Kenyon 
College in 1841 (Cook, 2009). Academic advising was included in the duties of faculty 
through the mid 1900’s (Cook, 2009; Frost, 2000; Kuhn, 2008; Shaffer, Zalewski, & 
Leveille, 2010; White & Khakpour, 2006) when post-World War II economic and social 
conditions (Ford & Miller, 1995) led to dramatic growth in the college-going population. 
During this era, the health of the country’s economy led to increased disposable income, 
allowing American young adults relief from the need to enter the workforce immediately 
(Cohen & Kisker, 2010). Additionally, the creation of public land-grant institutions and 
historically black colleges and universities via the Morrill Acts of 1863 and 1869 (Cook, 
2009), the Serviceman’s Readjustment Act of 1944 (Cohen & Kisker, 2010; Cook, 2009; 
Frost, 2000; GI Bill of Rights, 1944), and the 1956 decision in Florida ex rel. Hawkins v. 
Board of Control which extended the 1954 anti-segregation ruling from Brown v. Board 
of Education to post-secondary education (Cohen & Kisker, 2010) led to greater 
accessibility to and affordability of a college education. In response to this dramatic 
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increase in the student population, as well as the expansion of curricular options (Cook, 
2009; Frost, 2000; Kuhn, 2008) and an increased faculty focus on teaching, service, and 
research (Cohen & Kisker, 2010), colleges and universities developed professional 
academic advising positions and formal advising centers starting in the 1970’s (Cook, 
2009; Frost, 2000; Kuhn, 2008). Notably, the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education 
emphasized the importance of academic advising in higher education in 1972 (Cook, 
2009).  
Also in 1972, theories of advising practice began to emerge, with a focus on 
incorporating student development theory into advising practice. While Crookston (1972) 
highlighted the connection between advising and teaching functions as well as the 
learning partnership developed during the advising process, O’Banion (1972/2009) 
emphasized the differences between developmental and prescriptive advising practices. 
In the decades since Crookston (1972) and O’Banion’s (1972/2009) seminal articles on 
advising theory, robust discussion on how to best define and deliver academic advising 
has led to a continually growing selection of advising approaches (Habley et al., 2012; 
Hagen, 2008). Metaphorical descriptions of advising as teaching (Hurt, 2007; 
Lowenstein, 2005), coaching (McClellan & Moser, 2011), friendship (Rawlins & 
Rawlins, 2005), and servant-leadership (Paul, Smith, & Dochney, 2012; Paul & 
Fitzpatrick, 2015) have developed over time. Additionally, advising practitioners have 
proposed various styles of advising, including intrusive (Heisserer & Parette, 2002; 
Miller & Murray, 2005), learning-centered (Lowenstein, 2005), strengths-based 
(Schreiner & Anderson, 2005), appreciative (Bloom & Archer Martin, 2002; Bloom, 
Hutson, & He, 2008, 2013), and narrative (Christman, 2003; Hagen, 2008) advising.  
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Given this wealth of advising styles and approaches, it should not be surprising 
that academic advising varies both between and within institutions of higher education 
based on institutional mission, the organizational structure of advising services, and the 
background and training of academic advisors (Habley et al., 2012; Hagen, 2008; 
Schulenberg & Lindhorst, 2008). This lack of uniformity has presented challenges in 
examining the influence of advising on student persistence on a broad scale, as advising, 
itself, may look very different throughout the American higher education system. Young-
Jones et al. (2013) concluded their study on the relationship between academic advising 
and student academic performance with a recommendation for continued research 
regarding the relationship between academic advising and student success (Ellis, 2014; 
Kimball & Campbell, 2013), the advising relationship (Barbuto, Story, Fritz, & 
Schinstock, 2011), and the influence of academic advising on student persistence (Smith 
& Allen, 2014; Vianden & Barlow, 2015). Himes (2014) specifically called for research 
based on a strong theoretical foundation, and several researchers (Ackerman & 
Schibrowsky, 2007; Alves et al., 2010; Raciti, 2008) have suggested that relationship 
marketing theory may be useful in this endeavor.  
Theory of Planned Behavior 
The Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) is one of the most frequently cited models 
for the prediction of human behavior (Ajzen, 2011). According to TPB, “individuals who 
intend to perform the behavior and who have a high degree of control over it should be 
most likely to perform it” (Ajzen, 2012, p. 446). In other words, individuals who intend a 
particular action are likely to take that action barring the interference of factors that might 
limit an individual’s control over acting. Additionally, changes in intention to act will 
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lead to changes in behavior, therefore, according to TPB, intention can be assumed to be 
the immediate antecedent to behavior (Ajzen, 2012).  
Review of Literature  
Relationship Marketing Theory 
Founded on the tenets of social exchange theory (Arnett, Wittman, & Wilson, 
2003), relationship marketing theory focuses on attracting, maintaining, and enhancing 
customer relationships (Berry, 2002) through the ongoing provision of services by a 
company representative (Berry, 1995). While researchers have included a variety of 
constructs in relationship marketing theory-driven studies, the most common exogenous 
variables have been perceived service quality, customer satisfaction, customer trust in the 
organization and customer commitment to the organization (Henning-Thurau et al., 
2002), which Lin and Wu (2011) envelop in the meta-construct of relationship quality. 
The most common endogenous variable has been consumer loyalty (Henning-Thurau et 
al., 2002). 
Perceived service quality and satisfaction.  Although closely related, perceived 
service quality and customer satisfaction are distinct constructs (Spreng & Mackoy, 1996; 
Taylor & Baker, 1994). Perceived service quality is a consumer assessment of the overall 
quality of services provided (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1988), whereas 
satisfaction is a measure of the level to which a consumer’s service expectations have or 
have not been met (Parasuraman et al., 1988). Conceptual models of the relationship 
between perceived service quality and consumer satisfaction have suggested that 
perceived service quality is an antecedent to consumer satisfaction (Brady, Cronin, & 
Brand, 2002; Shemwell, Yavas, & Bilgin, 1998; Spreng & Mackoy, 1996) and consumer 
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intentions to maintain a relationship with the service provider (Zeithaml, Berry, & 
Parasuraman, 1996), and that the effect of service quality on consumer intentions is, in 
fact, mediated by satisfaction (Taylor & Baker, 1994; Shemwell et al., 1998). 
 Several studies have examined the influence of perceived service quality on 
customer satisfaction and intent to continue a relationship with the service provider (Chen 
and Quester, 2007; Cronin & Taylor, 1992; Klaus & Maklan, 2013; Ledden, Kalafatis, & 
Mathioudakis, 2011; Lin & Wu, 2011; Rajic & Dado, 2013; Zeithaml et al., 1996) across 
a range of service contexts. For example, Chen and Quester (2007) found that quality 
service efforts in the Taiwanese hairdresser industry had a positive effect on customer 
satisfaction (b = 0.65), and satisfaction had a positive effect on customer retention (b = 
0.60). Rajic and Dado (2013) found similar results in the Serbian retail setting, with 
perceived service quality showing a direct and positive effect on satisfaction (b = 0.79, t 
= 11.61) and satisfaction showing a direct and positive effect on customer behavioral 
intentions (b = 0.90, t = 10.80). Similarly, Klaus and Maklan (2013) found that the 
perceived quality of the customer experience had a significant influence on customer 
satisfaction (b = 0.64) across service contexts in the United Kingdom. These findings 
supported the mediating effect of satisfaction on the relationship between perceived 
service quality and consumer intentions to continue a relationship with the service 
provider. 
Research has also supported the direct influence of consumer experience quality 
on consumer intentions and loyalty behaviors. Klaus and Macklan (2013) found that the 
quality of the consumer experience had a significant impact on loyalty intentions (b = 
0.59) and word-of mouth behavior (b = 0.63). Similarly, Zeithaml et al. (1996) found that 
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service quality had a significant positive effect on word of mouth behavior (b = 0.55). 
Interestingly, the variance in loyalty explained by service quality was more pronounced 
in the true service contexts (R2 = 0.47 to 0.62) when compared to product contexts (R2 = 
0.41 to 0.46), indicating that perceived service quality may be a stronger antecedent to 
consumer intentions in service consumption contexts versus product consumption 
contexts.  
Trust. Trust is defined as “confidence in the exchange partner’s reliability and 
integrity” (Morgan & Hunt, 1994, p. 23) and is an essential ingredient for successful 
consumer relationships. Considering multiple levels of trust, Sirdeshmukh, Singh, and 
Sabol (2002) found that trust in front-line employee had an impact on trust in the 
organization in both the retail (b = 0.56, t = 7.3) and airline industries (b = 0.40, t = 5.0). 
Furthermore, trust in the organization had a significant direct impact on loyalty in both 
contexts (retail: b = 0.22, t = 2.3; airline: b = 0.22, t = 2.3).  
More recently, Dagger and O’Brien (2010) studied the influence of trust on 
consumer loyalty across multiple service contexts and found that the impact of trust on 
loyalty was significant (b = 0.19, p < .05) for experienced consumers of the service, but 
not for novice service consumers. Relatedly, surveying customers in a Taiwanese health 
club, Lin and Wu (2011) found that trust had a significant influence on behavioral 
intentions (b = 0.19, t = 2.07). 
Affective commitment. Affective commitment refers to the psychological and 
emotional bonding between a consumer and a service provider that can lead to the 
development and maintenance of the consumer-provider relationship (Bowden, 2013) 
across service contexts (Chu & Li, 2012; Fullerton, 2003; Gwinner, Gremler, & Bitner, 
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1998; Hennig-Thurau, Langer, & Hansen, 2001; Lin, 2010; Yi-Ting & Dean, 2001). In 
addition, affective commitment moderates the effect of service failure on loyalty, as past 
repeated positive experiences will override a single negative experience (Bowden, 2011). 
Chu & Li (2012) found that affective commitment had a significant positive effect 
on consumer intent to continue the service relationship (b = 0.23, t = 2.68) and speaking 
positively about the service provider (b = 0.42, t = 4.06). Evanschitzky, Iyer, Plassmann, 
Niessing, and Meffert (2006) found that affective commitment had a positive effect on 
consumer’s attitudes about the service provider (b = 0.77), including the likelihood of 
recommending the service provider to others as well as consumer intentions to maintain a 
relationship with the service provider (b = 0.59). Similarly, San Martin, Gutierrez, and 
Camarero (2004) found affective commitment had a significant impact on consumer 
loyalty behavior (b = 0.264, t = 4.020) in the automotive care industry. Furthermore, 
affective commitment and loyalty behavior both had a significant impact on consumer 
intentions to maintain a relationship with the service provider over time (b = 0.669, t = 
13.109 and b = 0.106, t = 2.077, respectively). In contrast, Han, Kwortnik, and Wang 
(2008) found significant direct path coefficients between affective commitment and 
loyalty behaviors (b = 0.09, t = 2.57) across service contexts; however, they did not find 
a significant path coefficient between affective commitment and intention to maintain a 
relationship (Han et al., 2008).  
 Loyalty. Dick and Basu (1994) conceptualized loyalty as “the relationship 
between the relative attitude toward an entity [service provider] and patronage behavior” 
(p. 100) in which relative attitude is driven by affective and calculative commitment. 
Indicators of consumer loyalty have included positive word-of mouth behavior (Henning-
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Thurau et al., 2002; Yi-Ting & Dean, 2001) and intentions to maintain a relationship with 
the service provider (Lin & Wu, 2011; Yi-Ting & Dean, 2001).  
Antecedents to consumer loyalty have included service quality, customer 
satisfaction, trust, and affective commitment (Evanschitzky et al., 2006; Han et al., 2008). 
Gremler, Gwinner, and Brown (2001) found that trust had a significant, positive 
influence on word-of-mouth behaviors in two services contexts (b = 0.416/0.517) and 
Hennig-Thurau et al. (2002) found that satisfaction had a significant direct impact on 
word-of-mouth behavior (b = 0.502) and intent to maintain the consumer relationship (b 
= 0.400) across service contexts. In addition, customer commitment exhibited a 
significant direct impact on intent to maintain the consumer relationship (b = 0.274).  
Relationship Marketing in Higher Education 
In relationship marketing theory, relationship quality focuses on the development 
of consumer satisfaction, trust, and commitment to maintain the organization-consumer 
relationship. Similarly, in the higher education context, relationship quality between 
institutional representatives and students can determine the likelihood that a student will 
show loyalty to the institution through continued enrollment at the institution and/or 
speaking positively about the institution. Raciti (2012) found that relationship strength 
was a significant predictor in differentiating between students who intended to remain at 
an institution, intended to transfer, or were undecided (c2 = 10.25; p < 0.01). Rojas-
Mendez et al. (2009) suggested a linear sequence of student loyalty development over 
time (service quality à satisfaction à trust à commitment à loyalty), but also 
emphasized that the impact of relational constructs on the development of student loyalty 
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should be studied through the lens of their combined influence, direct and indirect, on 
student loyalty, rather than individually.  
Student satisfaction. Student satisfaction, which is developed over a period of 
time and through repeated experiences (Elliott & Shin, 2002), is an important element of 
the development of an on-going relationship between the student and the institution 
(Schertzer & Schertzer, 2004; Moore & Bowden-Everson, 2012) at all levels of 
interaction. As such, student satisfaction could be viewed as an assessment measure for 
individual experiences, as well as a positive determinant of satisfaction with the 
university (Astin, 1993; Thompson & Prieto, 2013) and student loyalty (Bowden, 2011; 
Helgesen, 2008; Moore & Bowden-Everson, 2012; Nesset & Helgesen, 2009; Purgailis & 
Zaksa, 2012), which in turn could be considered a positive determinant of student 
persistence (de Macedo Bergamo et al., 2012; Thompson & Prieto, 2013). Schreiner and 
Nelson (2013) applied correlation and regression analyses to examine the predictive 
ability of satisfaction on intent to re-enroll and subsequent re-enrollment of the study 
participants in 61 four-year, public and private institutions in the United States (n = 
30,000). Using data collected through the Student Satisfaction Inventory (SSI) across a 
three-year span (2005-2007) as well as subsequent enrollment data from the participating 
institutions, Schreiner and Nelson (2013) found that environmental predictor variables 
such as campus climate, instruction, finances, advising, expression, student services, and 
caring, explained between 35% and 37% of the variance in intent to re-enroll across class 
levels. Importantly, the amount of explained variance in intent to re-enroll was 
dramatically increased by the introduction of satisfaction predictors into the regression 
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model, with R2 statistics changing from a range of .00 to .01 to a range of .35 to .37 after 
the introduction of the satisfaction predictor variables (Schreiner & Nelson, 2013).  
Focusing on the influence of satisfaction on student loyalty, analysis of the data 
collected from 1,207 undergraduates enrolled at three public, mid-western universities 
indicated that satisfaction (b = 0.642) was a positive predictor of student loyalty in a 
regression model explaining 69% of the variance in student loyalty scores (Vianden & 
Barlow, 2014). Similarly, Helgesen (2008) found that student satisfaction had a 
significant, positive, and direct effect on student loyalty (b = 0.72) in the Norwegian 
higher education context, Alves and Raposo (2007) found that satisfaction had a 
significant effect on student loyalty (b = 0.578) in the Portuguese state universities 
context, and Bowden (2011) and Moore and Bowden-Everson (2012) found that student 
satisfaction had a strong and positive effect on student loyalty (b = 0.401 and b = 0.975, 
respectively) in the Australian higher education context, while Bowden and Wood (2011) 
confirmed these findings across genders. In the Taiwanese higher education context, Yu-
Chuan Chen (2016) and Chin-Tsu Chen (2016) both found that satisfaction had a 
positive, direct influence on student loyalty (b = 0.91, n = 569; b = 0.91, n = 380). 
Additionally, Taecharungroj (2014) found support for the influence of satisfaction on 
student loyalty across all types of universities in Thailand, and Lerbin (2014) delivered 
similar findings from the Indonesian higher education context, with satisfaction 
explaining 12.5% of the variance in student loyalty.  
Student trust. Student trust is defined as the students’ confidence in the 
institution’s integrity and reliability (Morgan & Hunt, 1994), which is developed through 
personal experiences with institutional representatives (Rojas-Mendez et al., 2009). 
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Kharouf, Sekhon, and Roy (2014) expanded this concept, describing trust as a 
psychological state of the student, whereas trustworthiness is a characteristic of the 
institution and its representatives measured by student perceptions of consistency, 
competence, integrity, benevolence, shared values, and communication in institution 
personnel and policies. To affirm these dimensions of trustworthiness, Kharouf et al. 
(2014) analyzed a structural model and found that all of the proposed dimensions 
contributed to student perceptions of trustworthiness in higher education institutions in 
both the United Kingdom and India. 
In a similar study, Carvalho and de Oliveira Mota (2010) defined the dimensions 
of trustworthiness as competence, benevolence and a problem-solving orientation and 
found that student perceptions of the trustworthiness of institution personnel were 
positively related to student trust in both the personnel and the institution. The proposed 
structural model showed adequate fit to the data (c2 = 999.95, df = 309, CFI = .98, NFI = 
.98, NNFI = .97, RMSR = .04, RMSEA = .063 (90% CI of .058 to .078)) and explained a 
significant amount of variance in the endogenous variables of trust in personnel (36%), 
trust in institution (49%), and student loyalty (50%). Path analysis indicated that the 
dimensions of trustworthiness had a significant positive influence on trust in personnel 
(competence: b = 0.27; benevolence: b = 0.15; problem solving: b = 0.15). Additionally, 
trust in personnel influenced trust in the institution (b = 0.25) and vice versa (b = 0.34), 
indicating a reciprocal relationship. Finally, student loyalty was directly influenced by 
both trust in personnel (b = 0.20) and trust in the institution (b = 0.28). In other words, 
trust in the institution and its personnel, founded on perceptions of trustworthiness, 
significantly influenced student loyalty.  
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Similarly, Raciti, Ward, and Dagger (2013) found that for first-year students in 
Australia, confidence (trust) had a significant positive impact on affiliation (institutional 
fit) (b = 0.41), affiliation had a significant positive impact on both relationship strength 
(b = 0.34) and relationship satisfaction (b = 0.27), and relationship satisfaction had a 
significant positive impact on enrollment intentions (b = 0.31). These results suggested 
that confidence in the quality of the student-institution relationship leads to feelings of 
institutional fit, which influences student intentions to persist at the institution. These 
findings support Raciti’s (2012) earlier findings that relationship quality was a significant 
predictor in differentiating between students who intended to stay at the institution, 
intended to transfer, or were undecided (c2 = 10.25, p < 0.01). In other words, building 
stronger student-institution relationships will encourage student persistence. 
In considering the potential pathway from trust in employee groups to trust in 
policies and procedures of higher education institutions, Sampaio et al. (2012) stated, 
“trust in groups of employees…is important in order to build trust in the institution as a 
whole” (p. 95). The authors also suggested that the effect of trust in institutional 
personnel on trust in institutional policies and procedures might vary by the personnel 
classification and specifically recommended that the trust in institutional personnel 
construct should be divided into two measures – trust in academic staff and trust in 
administrative staff (Sampaio et al., 2012). Expanding on this line of thought, it could be 
suggested that the administrative staff group could be divided further into smaller groups 
(e.g. academic advisors) to examine the role that trust in a particular subset of 
administrative personnel plays in developing trust in the institution.  
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Student affective commitment. Affective commitment refers to the 
psychological and emotional bonding between a consumer and a service provider that can 
lead to the development and maintenance of student-institution relationships (Bowden, 
2013). Institutional commitment has had a positive effect on students’ persistence 
decisions (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; Robbins, Lauver, Le, Davis, Langley, & 
Carlstrom, 2004) and affective commitment, specifically, has been considered a strong 
predictor of student loyalty behaviors (de Macedo Bergamo et al., 2012; Bowden & 
Wood, 2011; Hennig-Thurau et al., 2001) such as positive word-of-mouth behaviors and 
intentions to continue enrollment at the institution (White & Yi-Ting, 2005). White 
(2013) also found that the influence of positive and negative emotions on loyalty 
behaviors was mediated by feelings of satisfaction. Thus, institutional practices that lead 
to increased positive emotions regarding student-institution interactions may increase 
student satisfaction and loyalty, as well as student persistence (Dagger, Danaher, & 
Gibbs, 2009; Moore & Bowden-Everson, 2012; Wardley, Belanger, & Leonard, 2013). 
Importantly, affective commitment moderates the effect of service failure, as past 
repeated positive experiences will override a single negative experience (Bowden, 2011). 
While Tinto (1987) operationalized indicators of affective commitment within his 
social integration construct, other researchers (Hurtado & Carter, 1997; Johnson, Soldner, 
Leonard, Alvarez, Inkelas, Rowan-Kenyon, & Longerbeam, 2007; Roberts & Styron, 
2010; Strayhorn, 2012; Torres, 2006) have suggested that sense of belonging is a key 
component of the student-institution affective relationship. Johnson et al. (2007) asserted, 
“positive peer and faculty interaction can influence students’ sense of belonging by 
making complex environments feel more socially or academically supportive” (p. 527), 
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but suggested that institutional retention efforts may be better focused on developing a 
student’s sense of belonging through welcoming campus environments and climates, 
rather than expecting students to take the responsibility to become involved in campus 
activities. 
Although Strayhorn (2012) suggested that current literature does not help us 
understand the institutional attributes, conditions, or practices that influence students' 
sense of belonging, directly or indirectly, Soria (2012) found that advising satisfaction 
accounted for 27.3% of the variance in sense of belonging (F(15, 1431) = 35.75, p < 
0.01) for first-year students. Similarly, content analysis of interviews focused on the 
impact of advising on the student success of minority students identified a key theme that 
advisors need to humanize the advising experience by showing that they care about 
students’ success and by taking measures to ensure that students see advisors as humans, 
not just institutional staff (Museus & Ravello, 2010). To be perceived as a human being, 
advisors can share their personal experiences and use the students’ name, which are 
strategies for building rapport (McClellan, 2014) and developing student sense of 
belonging. Bloom et al. (2008, 2013) included these behaviors in the disarming 
component of appreciative advising, stating that advisors need to make students feel 
welcomed and assured that the advisor wants to help advance the student’s academic 
progress. In addition, continuity of the advisee-advisor relationship, which allows for the 
development of familiarity and comfort with the advisor and the advising process can 
lessen students’ anxiety and increase sense of belonging, especially for first year students 
or new transfer students (Ellis, 2014). 
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Student loyalty. A student that is loyal to an institution has a positive cognitive 
and emotional attitude toward the institution (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2001). de Macedo 
Bergamo et al. (2012) concurred, defining student loyalty as an attitudinal indicator of the 
connection a student feels with the institution which impacts the likelihood that a student 
will continue a relationship with the institution, and Thomas (2011) asserted that student 
loyalty is one of the major goals of higher education institutions, as loyalty leads to 
student retention.  
Student loyalty and its antecedents have been examined in higher education 
contexts across the globe, including Asia (Agrawal & Tan, 2014), Brazil (Perin et al., 
2012; Sampaio et al., 2012), Chile (Rojas-Mendez et al., 2009), China (Wong & Wong, 
2011), Germany (Hennig-Thurau et al., 2001), India (Thomas, 2011), Indonesian (Lerbin, 
2014), Jordan (Al-Alak, 2006), Latvia (Purgailis & Zaksa, 2012), New Zealand (Clemes, 
Gan, & Kao, 2007), Norway (Helgesen, 2008; Helgesen & Nesset, 2007; Nesset & 
Helgesen, 2009) and the United States of America (Vianden & Barlow, 2014). Consistent 
with relationship marketing theory, student loyalty is reflected through a variety of 
measures, including word-of-mouth behavior and behavioral intentions. For example, 
Bowden and Wood (2011), Moore and Bowden-Everson (2012), and Sampaio et al. 
(2012) included items like “I say positive things about my university to other people” and 
“I would/will continue to do business with my university” in their student loyalty 
constructs. However, in other studies (Al-Alak, 2006; Alves & Raposo, 2007; Casidy & 
Wymer, 2015; Clemes et al., 2007; Ledden et al., 2011), word-of-mouth behavior is 
included as a separate endogenous variable. Table 1 provides a summary of structural 
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equation modeling studies examining the influence of satisfaction, trust, and commitment 
on student loyalty in the higher education context around the world. 
Table 1 
Summary of Extant Literature: Relational Antecedents to Student Loyalty in the Higher 
Education Setting 
    Path Coefficient (b) 
Author Year Country n Satisfaction Trust Commitment 
Hennig-Thurau et al. 2001 Germany 1,162   .39 
Helgesen & Nesset 2007 Norway 454 .66   
Helgesen 2008 Norway 443 .72   
Nesset & Helgesen 2009 Norway 240 .75   
Rojas-Mendez et al. 2009 Chile 752   .910 
Bowden 2011 Australia 474 .401  .552 
Thomas 2011 India 234 .759   
Wong & Wong 2011 China 444   .796 
Moore & Bowden- 
     Everson 
2012 Australia 426 .975  .305 
Perin et al. 2012 Brazil 436  .323 .271 
Perin et al. 2012 Brazil 260  .281 .458 
       
The Academic Advising Experience 
“Good academic advising should contribute to academic and social integration 
resulting from positive experiences that increase satisfaction with being a student at a 
given institution” (Kimball & Campbell, 2013, p. 12). Thompson and Prieto (2013) found 
that satisfaction with advising services significantly influenced university satisfaction in a 
historically black institution in the southern United States (n = 121). Although the sample 
size is low for a structural equation modeling study, Thompson and Prieto’s (2013) 
findings warrant attention in that student perceptions of advisor availability (b = 0.15) 
and advisor knowledge (b = 0.66) positively influenced advising satisfaction, and 
advising satisfaction positively influenced university satisfaction (b = 0.66). Overall, 
Thompson and Prieto’s (2013) model explained 75% of the variance in advisor 
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satisfaction and 16% of the variance in university satisfaction, indicating that perceptions 
of advisor availability and expertise strongly contributed to satisfaction with the 
university experience.  
Similarly, Davidson, Beck and Grisaffe (2015) conducted a structural equation 
modeling study of freshman students enrolled in eight southeastern and southwestern 
institutions in the United States (n = 1,491) and found that academic advising 
effectiveness, which included advising satisfaction, had a positive effect on social and 
academic integration (b = 0.291 and 0.459, respectively). Subsequently, social and 
academic integration had a positive influence on institutional commitment (b = 0.213 and 
0.253, respectively), which included measures of intent to re-enroll and feelings of 
loyalty to the institution. These findings suggested that advising satisfaction had an 
indirect influence on institutional commitment through both social and academic 
integration. However, focusing on satisfaction with the advising experience is an 
inadequate strategy for understanding the student advising experience (Chavan, Bowden-
Everson, Lundmark, & Zwar, 2014), as satisfaction measures often reflect the disparity 
between student expectations of the advising experience and the advising style or 
approach utilized by the advisor (Anderson, Motto, Bourdeaux, 2014; Vianden, 2016). 
Rather than utilizing gap theory, which measures the gap score between the reported 
importance of an item compared to the reported satisfaction that expectations were met, it 
has been suggested that questions about how a student perceives the academic advisor 
and the academic advising relationship may provide a stronger basis for assessing 
satisfaction with academic advising (Mottarella et al., 2004). In this vein, Bitz (2010) 
developed and validated a measure for assessing first-year student perceptions of the 
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academic advising relationship resulting in three constructs – advisor concern (a = .93), 
advisor contact (a =.89), and advising relationship quality (a =.93) – with an overall 
internal consistency value of 0.95. Similarly, Teasley and Buchanan (2013) developed a 
measure of advising satisfaction resulting in a two-factor model. The first factor, general 
advising (a =.98), consisted of twenty questions focused on general advising, including 
questions about trust, competence, integrity, value, and depth of relationship. The second 
factor, student outreach (a =.88), included four questions regarding the sharing of 
information to connect the student to the institution and surrounding community. 
Academic advising, student loyalty, and student persistence. Despite the lack 
of uniformity in who advises and how advising is delivered, academic advising has an 
impact on student success indicators and student persistence behaviors (Ackerman & 
Schibrowsky, 2007; Drake, 2011; Mottarella et al., 2004; Newman & Jahdi, 2009; 
Roberts & Styron, 2010; Smith & Allen, 2014; Strayhorn, 2012; Swecker et al., 2013; 
Thompson & Prieto, 2013). To date, however, there has been little empirical research 
focused on the relationship between academic advising and student loyalty (Vianden & 
Barlow, 2015).  
In a recent correlational study, Vianden and Barlow (2015) explored the 
relationship between student perceptions of academic advising quality and undergraduate 
student loyalty. Analysis of the data collected from 1,207 undergraduates enrolled at 
three public, mid-western universities indicated a positive relationship between student’s 
perceptions of academic advising quality and student loyalty (r = .31, p ≤ 0.001), 
suggesting that higher perceptions of advising quality are related to higher levels of 
student loyalty. Additionally, a positive relationship between advising quality and student 
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satisfaction (r = .19, p ≤ .001) was found, suggesting that higher levels of advising 
quality were related to higher levels of student satisfaction. Vianden and Barlow (2015) 
concluded that academic advising provides an opportunity for encouraging students to 
develop institutional loyalty, which can be demonstrated through positive word-of-mouth 
behaviors. Similarly, using the critical incidents technique to determine student 
satisfaction with advising, Vianden (2016) concluded that incidents with advisors could 
influence, positively or negatively, a student’s sense of belonging at an institution. 
However, studies examining the causal nature of the relationship between 
academic advising and student persistence have provided mixed results (Bean & Metzner, 
1985). Although some researchers have found that academic advising was not a 
significant determiner of student retention (Aitken, 1982; Cabrera, Nora & Castaneda, 
1993), others (Braxton, Duster, & Pascarella, 1988; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005; 
Peterson, Wagner, & Lamb, 2001; Tinto 2012) have found support for the role of 
academic advising in predicting student persistence/departure decisions. For example, 
Kot (2014) found that first-year students that participated in academic advising were 
more likely to enroll in the second year when compared to students that did not 
participate in academic advising. Similarly, Metzner (1989) found that advising had a 
significant negative effect on intent to leave (b = -0.12). 
Summary 
 Relationship marketing theory has been applied to the study of consumer loyalty 
across a variety of service contexts with results indicating that satisfaction with service, 
trust in the organization, and commitment to the organization influences consumer 
loyalty and the continuation of the service relationship. Although, it’s use in the higher 
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education context is limited, studies have suggested that relationship marketing theory is 
appropriate for use in the study of the influences of satisfaction, trust, and commitment 
on student loyalty and future enrollment decisions. While some studies supported the role 
of academic advising in developing satisfaction with, trust in, and commitment to the 
institution, quantitative research on the relationship between academic advising and 
student loyalty and student enrollment intentions has been sparse. Therefore, additional 
research focused on the influence of the academic advising experience on student 
persistence is warranted. 
	    






CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
The primary goal of this study was to test the accuracy of the hypothesized model 
that perceptions of the academic advising experience impacts student persistence via the 
mediating variables of student-institution relationship quality and student loyalty to the 
institution (see Figure 8). 
 
Figure 8. Hypothesized model of the relationships between academic advising, student-
institution relationship quality, student loyalty, and student enrollment intentions. 
 
To test the hypothesized conceptual model, a hypothesized structural model was 
created (see Figure 9). The hypothesized structural model included student perceptions of 
the academic advising experience (Advising) as an exogenous variable and student-
institution relationship quality (Relationship Quality), student loyalty to the institution 
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(Loyalty), and student enrollment intentions (Intent) as the endogenous variables. 
Descriptions of the variables included in the hypothesized structural model are provided 
in Table 2.  
 
Figure 9. Hypothesized structural model of the relationships between academic advising, 
student-institution relationship quality, student loyalty, and student enrollment intentions. 
Advising = perceptions of the academic advising experience; Relationship Quality = 
student-institution relationship quality; Loyalty = student loyalty to the institution; Intent 
= student enrollment intentions; Satisfaction = student satisfaction with the university; 
Trust = student trust in the institution; Commitment = student affective commitment to 
the university; e1 = measurement error variable for Advising; e2 = measurement error 
variable for Satisfaction; e3 = measurement error variable for Trust; e4= measurement 
error variable for Commitment; e5 = measurement error variable for Relationship Quality; 











Descriptions of the Variables of Interest in the Hypothesizes Structural Model 
Variable Variable Type Description 
Exogenous variables   
     Advising Measured Student perception of the academic advising 
experience. 
 
   
Endogenous variable   
     Relationship Quality Latent Student-institution relationship quality based 
upon student satisfaction with the university, 
student trust in the university, and student 
affective commitment to the university. 
 
     Loyalty Measured Student loyalty to the institution. 
 
     Intent Measured Intent to enroll in the following academic 
term. 
Note. Measurement error variables (e1 through e7 were also included in the hypothesized 
structural model. 
 
In addition to testing the accuracy of the hypothesized model, the goal of this 
study was to (a) identify the amount of variance in Relationship Marketing, Loyalty, and 
Intent that could be explained by the model, and (b) examine the direct, indirect, and total 
effects among the variables within the model. 
In the hypothesized structural model, Advising, Loyalty, and Intent were directly 
measured variables, while Relationship Quality was a latent variable measured by student 
satisfaction with the university (Satisfaction), student trust in the university (Trust), and 
student affective commitment to the university (Commitment). In the model, directly 
measured, or observed, variables were represented by rectangles and latent variables were 
represented by ovals. Measurement error variables, or residuals, for all variables were 
also included in the hypothesized structural model and were represented by circles. 
Regression paths representing the hypothesized effects of Advising on Relationship 
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Quality, Advising on Loyalty, Relationship Quality on Loyalty, Relationship Quality on 
Intent, and Loyalty on Intent were included in the model as single-headed arrows. 
Singled-headed arrows also represented the effect of the latent construct called 
Relationship Quality on its indicator variables of Satisfaction, Trust, and Commitment. 
Research Questions 
The research questions guiding this study focused on 1) assessing the fit between 
the observed and predicted covariance matrices for the hypothesized structural model; 2) 
determining the variance of Relationship Quality, Loyalty, and Intent explained by the 
hypothesized structural model, and 3) examining the direct, indirect, and total effects 
between Advising, Relationship Quality, Loyalty, and Intent.  
The research questions for the study were: 
Research Question 1. To what extent does the hypothesized structural model produce an 
estimated population covariance matrix that is consistent with the sample covariance 
matrix?  
a.   If the data do not fit the hypothesized structural model, can the model be 
improved? 
Research Question 2. How much of the variance in the Relationship Quality, Loyalty, and 
Intent, can be explained by the hypothesized structural model? 
Research Question 3. What are the direct, indirect, and total effects among the variables – 
Advising, Relationship Quality, Loyalty, and Intent – included in the hypothesized 
structural model? 




For the current study, a non-experimental quantitative research design using 
primary data was employed. This study was non-experimental because it examined the 
relationship between variables but did not manipulate the exogenous variables or employ 
control or comparison groups (Bloomfield & Fisher, 2019). It was a quantitative study 
because it tested a hypothesis by drawing a sample of participants, measuring variables, 
and testing them using statistical analysis (Fisher & Bloomfield, 2019). Convenience 
sampling, a non-probability sampling technique, was used to select study participants on 
the basis of convenience of accessibility for the researcher (Fisher & Bloomfield, 2019). 
The data were considered primary data as the researcher collected the data directly from 
the student participants through a self-administered online survey. Structural Equation 
Modeling (SEM) analysis was performed using IBM SPSS AMOS version 25 software to 
examine the causal relationships among the variables included in the hypothesized 
structural model constructed for this study. 
Value of Methodology 
SEM is a statistical methodology that takes a confirmatory, or hypothesis-testing, 
approach for the analysis of a structural theory about a specific phenomenon (Byrne, 
2010), allowing a set of theoretical relationships between one or more exogenous 
variables and one or more endogenous variables to be examined (Babin & Svensson, 
2012; Byrne, 2010; Kline, 2011; Schreiber, J. et al., 2006, Tabachnik & Fidell, 2013; 
Ullman, 2013). Unlike some other multivariate analysis techniques, SEM requires an a 
priori specification of the relationships between model variables, making it useful in the 
analysis of data for inferential purposes (Byrne, 2010).  Additionally, while other 
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multivariate techniques require observed and actually measured variables only, SEM 
allows for both observed and unobserved, not measured, or latent, variables (Byrne 
2010). Finally, SEM is appropriate for use in non-experimental research, like the present 
study (Byrne, 2010), and is appropriate for research in educational settings, where many 
variables of interest are not directly observable and require multiple indicators to capture 
the complexity of the construct (Schreiber, J. et al., 2006). Given these characteristics, 
SEM was ideal for use in the current study. 
Two important aspects of SEM are: 1) the causal relationships being studied are 
represented by a series of structural equations, and 2) the causal relationships between 
variables can be modeled pictorially (Byrne, 2010). Using SEM, a hypothesized model of 
structural relationships can be tested to determine the extent to which the hypothesized 
model of causal relationships fits the sample data (Braxton et al., 1988; Tabachnik & 
Fidell, 2013). Additionally, SEM allows for the investigation of indirect, or mediated, 
causal effects among model variables, providing a greater depth of information than 
regression analysis alone (Braxton et al., 1988).  
A full SEM model consists of a measurement model and a structural model 
(Ullman, 2013). The measurement model defines the a priori relationship between 
indicator variables and their respective latent constructs based on theory and extant 
literature (Babin & Svensson, 2012; Byrne, 2010; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013, Ullman, 
2013). In contrast, the structural model, often called the path model, details the direct and 
indirect causal relationships between the exogenous and endogenous variables in the 
model (Byrne, 2010). Evaluation of the structural model includes a review of model-
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produced regression coefficients to estimate the magnitude of the predicted causal 
relationships in the hypothesized model (Braxton et al., 1988). 
Setting and Access to Site 
This study was implemented at the main campus of a large, Midwestern, 4-year 
public, research institution. This setting was selected because the researcher was an 
employee of the institution with pre-existing, institution-authorized access to the 
enrollment data and contact information for the study population. A petition to undertake 
human subjects research was submitted to the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at the 
institution and permission to do so was granted on March 27, 2017 (see Appendix A). 
Data Collection 
Data for this study were gathered via an online survey developed with the 
Qualtrics online survey software. Due to an error in developing the survey in Qualtrics, 
two survey questions were omitted, making the original data collection invalid. 
Therefore, a second data collection, with a corrected survey, was required.  
Initial Data Collection 
Using the institution’s Strategic Information and Business Intelligence (SIBI) 
software, the researcher produced a list of all students meeting the population criteria for 
the study: undergraduate, degree-seeking students enrolled at the main campus of the 
institution who were 18 years old or older at the time the survey was administered. The 
list produced included demographic information routinely gathered by the institution, as 
well as the institutional email address for each student meeting the population criteria. 
An email inviting participation in the study was sent to 10,563 undergraduate 
students via the university email system on March 28, 2017. Two reminder emails using 
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the same language were sent to students that had not yet completed the survey on April 4, 
2017 and April 13, 2017. The survey was closed on April 21, 2017, the last full day of 
classes for the academic term. The invitation to participate in the study, the statement of 
informed consent, and the study survey with codebook are available in Appendices B, C, 
and D, respectively. 
A total of 1,371 survey responses were recorded in the Qualtrics online survey 
software. Of those, 405 surveys were recorded as partially completed. The remaining 966 
surveys were recorded as completed responses, indicating a 9.1% response rate using 
Remler and Van Ryzin’s (2011) formula of contact rate x cooperation rate, where 
contact rate is the ratio of surveys started to survey invitations sent, and cooperation rate 









/ = .091 
Second Data Collection 
Using the institution’s Strategic Information and Business Intelligence (SIBI) 
software, the researcher produced a second list of all students meeting the population 
criteria for the study: undergraduate, degree-seeking students enrolled at the main campus 
of the institution who were 18 years old or older at the time the survey was administered. 
The list produced included demographic information routinely gathered by the institution, 
as well as the institutional email for each student meeting the population criteria. 
An email inviting participation in the study was sent to 10,809 students via the 
university email system on November 14, 2017. Two reminder emails using the same 
language were sent to students that had not yet completed the survey on November 21, 
2017 and November 29, 2017. The survey was closed on December 8, 2017, the last full 
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day of classes for the academic term. The invitation to participate in the study, the 
statement of informed consent, and the study survey with codebook are available in 
Appendices B, C, and D, respectively. 
A total of 1,242 survey responses were recorded in the Qualtrics online survey 
software. Of those, 399 surveys were recorded as partially completed. The remaining 843 
surveys were recorded as completed responses, indicating a 7.8% response rate using 
Remler and Van Ryzin’s (2011) formula of contact rate x cooperation rate, where 
contact rate is the ratio of surveys started to survey invitations sent, and cooperation rate 









/ = .078 
Table 3 provides a breakdown of the number of completed surveys recorded after 
each request for participation in the survey was sent. 
Table 3 




Invitations Sent Surveys Received % of Study 
Population 
Initial Invitation 10,809 408 3.77 
2nd Request 10,401 197 1.82 
3rd Request 10,204 238 2.20 
    
Total  843 7.80 
 
A review of the survey responses led to the elimination of additional records in 
order to ensure that the responses included in data analysis addressed the purpose of the 
study.  In response to Question 2, sixty-one participants indicated that they were 
considering someone other than a university faculty or staff member when responding to 
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the survey. As the purpose of the study was to analyze the influence of university-
provided academic advising on student-institution relationship quality, student loyalty, 
and enrollment intentions, these cases were eliminated from the dataset.  
 An additional 46 participants indicated that they did not intend to return to the 
university in Spring 2018, however these participants also indicated that they would be 
graduating at the end of the Fall 2017 semester. These cases were also eliminated from 
the dataset. The final dataset loaded into IBM SPSS version 25 software for screening 
and analysis consisted of 736 surveys (6.81% of the total study population), as reflected 
in Table 4. 
Table 4 
Surveys Loaded into SPSS for Data Screening 
Surveys Number of Surveys % Total Population 
Completed Surveys  843 7.80 
     Less Q2 Response = “Other”  61  
     Less Graduating after Fall 2017   46  
   
Total records for data screening  736 6.81 
 
Population and Sampling 
The population of this study included all undergraduate, degree-seeking students 
who were 18 years old or older, enrolled at the main campus of the institution during the 
Fall 2017 semester (N = 10,809). After data collection and elimination of records, as 
noted in Table 3, the final sample for this study included 736 undergraduate, degree-
seeking students who were 18 years old or older, enrolled at the main campus of the 
institution during the Fall 2017 semester. 
Table 5 provides descriptive data for the overall and sample study populations. 
The data included institutional enrollment numbers based on the demographic categories 
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of class standing, enrollment status (full-time or part-time), sex, age, citizenship, 
ethnicity, and college of enrollment. In addition, for each category, the percentage of the 
population represented in each data point within each category is indicated for both the 
overall and sample populations. 
The sample population was representative of the overall population when 
considering class standing, status, and age. However, the sample population was 
somewhat different from the overall population when considering sex, ethnicity, and 
college of enrollment. For example, the sample population had an overrepresentation of 
female respondents (66.7%) compared to the overall population (51.6%). The sample 
population also included a higher percentage of respondents in the Asian (4.1% compared 
to 2.6% in the overall population) and White (80.4% compared to 74.6% in the overall 
population) ethnicity categories. Finally, the sample population included a higher 
percentage of respondents from the College of Education and Human Services (15.2%) 
when compared to the overall population (9.2%) and a lower percentage of respondents 
from University College (10.2%) when compared to the overall population (18.0%).  
 The discrepancies between the sample population and the overall population 
present a limitation of the current study. Self-reported data can be influenced by 
participant response styles. Tendencies to answer favorably or unfavorably, to answer 
consistently, or to use one end of a ratings scale could affect the validity of the data 
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003; Van Vaerenbergh & Thomas, 2013). 
Van Vaerenbergh and Thomas (2013) expanded on this concern further, suggesting that 
failure to control for response styles may produce misleading results, especially when 
using statistical techniques that rely on variable correlation. 




Descriptive Data for Overall and Sample Populations 
   
 Population  Sample 
Demographic N %  n % 
Class Standing      
     Freshman 2,668 24.7  180 24.5 
     Sophomore 1,987 21.3  132 17.9 
     Junior 2,303 18.4  165 22.4 
     Senior 3,851 35.6  259 35.2 
Status      
     Full-time 8,945 82.8  648 88.0 
     Part-time 1,864 17.2  88 12.0 
Sex      
     Female 5,577 51.6  491 66.7 
     Male 5,232 48.4  245 33.3 
Age      
     18-20 5,020 46.4  349 47.4 
     21-25 4,152 38.4  268 36.4 
     26-30 805 7.4  37 5.0 
     31-35 354 3.3  26 3.5 
     36-40 185 1.7  16 2.2 
     41-45 108 1.0  12 1.6 
     46-50 92 0.9  10 1.4 
     51 and older 93 0.9  18 2.5 
Citizenship      
     Domestic (U.S.) 10,454 96.7  725 98.5 
     International 355 3.3  11 1.5 
Ethnicity (Domestic)      
     American Indian or Alaskan Native 15 0.1  3 0.4 
     Asian 282 2.7  30 4.1 
     African-American 1,174 11.2  56 7.6 
     Hispanic 387 3.8  10 1.4 
     Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 11 0.1  1 0.1 
     Two or More Races 462 4.4  30 4.1 
     Unknown 55 0.5  3 0.4 
     White 8,068 77.2  592 80.4 
College of Enrollment      
     College of Business 1,269 11.7  105 14.3 
     College of Education & Human Services 993 9.2  112 15.2 
     College of Engineering & Computer 
Science 
2,201 20.4  147 20.0 
     College of Liberal Arts 2,236 20.7  140 19.0 
     College of Nursing and Health 771 7.1  56 7.6 
     College of Science and Math 1,309 12.9  101 13.7 
     University College 1,949 18.0  75 10.2 
Note. Demographic data was gathered via institutional records (2017). 
Population N = 10,809; Sample n = 736 
 
 




 The survey for this study (see Appendix B) included items from Teasley and 
Buchanan’s (2013) advising satisfaction measurement scale to measure the perceptions of 
the academic advising experience variable and Bowden’s (2011) measurement scales for 
the constructs of satisfaction, trust, affective commitment, and loyalty to measure the 
corresponding study variables. Permission to use these scales, including permission to 
utilize some, but not all, of the items in each scale, was provided by the authors of each 
study (see Appendix E). An additional item, created by the researcher, was included to 
measure the participant’s enrollment intentions. The following sections provide details 
about the measurement scales used for each variable in the study. 
Perceptions of the Academic Advising Experience  
Teasley and Buchanan’s (2013) advising satisfaction measurement scale included 
24 questions grouped into two factors – advising (20 questions) and outreach (4 
questions). Teasley and Buchanan (2013) performed Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
(CFA) on the 24-itme scale and reported good model fit indices (RMSEA = 0.09, SRMR 
= 0.04, CFI = 0.94, TLI = 0.94, ?@,A#B$*%'
+C
= 2.26) with all items loading strongly onto 
their factors. Teasley and Buchanan (2013) also reported high reliability coefficients for 
both factors (Advising: a = .98, n = 167; Outreach: a = .88, n = 167), indicating strong 
internal consistency (Litwin, 1995). Additionally, although the sample size was not large, 
test-retest reliability statistics (r = .92, n = 59) indicated that when the measure was re-
administered to the same study population, the sets of scores for each measurement item 
were consistent from time one to time two (Kline, 2011).  
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Although the measurement scale consisted of two factors, personal 
communication with Erin Buchanan, Ph.D. (January 22, 2015) indicated that using only 
one of the factors – advising – should not adversely impact the reliability and validity of 
the scale. Therefore, because the outreach factor was not of interest in this study, those 
four questions were omitted from the survey. Table 6 provides a list of the items for the 
perceptions of the academic advising experience scale that was included in the current 
study. Items were measured with a Likert Scale of 1 to 7, with 1 indicating “strongly 

























A1. Advising appointments are worth my time. 0.912 
A2. My advisor listens to what I have to say. 0.891 
A3. My advisor is knowledgeable about course offerings. 0.898 
A4. My advisor has helped me develop a long-term education plan. 0.809 
A5. My advisor is prepared for my advising appointments. 0.816 
A6. My advisor is concerned about my overall development as a student. 0.847 
A7. My advisor considers my interests and talents when helping me 
choose courses to take.  
0.832 
A8. After my advising appointments, I feel that every course in my new 
schedule has a purpose.  
0.838 
A9. My advisor makes sure that I get the best possible educational 
experience. 
0.925 
A10. My advisor is knowledgeable about graduation requirements. 0.915 
A11. If my advisor does not know the answer to one of my questions, 
he/she makes the effort to connect me to someone who does. 
0.745 
A12. My advisor encourages me to speak freely in our appointments. 0.866 
A13. I am given the time I need during my academic advising 
appointments. 
0.904 
A14. My advisor and I work together as a team. 0.896 
A15. My advisor acts in a professional manner. 0.909 
A16. I can trust my advisor. 0.928 
A17. I feel like I will graduate in a reasonable amount of time thanks to my 
advisor’s planning.  
0.892 
A18. I would recommend my advisor to a friend. 0.898 
A19. My advisor is ethical. 0.899 
A20. I find academic advising appointments to be a positive experience. 0.937 
Note. Adapted from “Capturing the Student Perspective: A New Instrument for 
Measuring Advising Satisfaction,” by M. Teasley, and E. Buchanan, 2013, NACADA 
Journal, 33(2), 11. Copyright 2013 by the National Academic Advising Association. 
 
Student-Institution Relationship Quality and Student Loyalty to the Institution 
Bowden’s (2011) study examining the effect of relational constructs on 
institutional loyalty included measurement scales for five factors: satisfaction (5 
questions), affective commitment (3 questions), calculative commitment (3 questions), 
trust (4 questions), and loyalty (6 questions). Bowden (2011) reported good model fit (c2 
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= 47.400, df = 25; RMSEA = 0.04; GFI = 0.98, CFI = 0.99; n = 474); construct validity 
statistics that indicated that the five measurement scales were measuring separate factors 
(see Table 7); and, construct reliability coefficients for each factor that indicated strong 
internal consistency among the items in each scale (see Table 8). 
Table 7 











Satisfaction 0.74 0.69 0.13 0.48 0.72 
Trust 0.774** 0.75 0.09 0.35 0.54 
Calculative 
Commitment 
-0.103* -0.085 0.64 0.01 0.10 
Affective 
Commitment 
0.694** 0.569** 0.150** 0.72 0.60 
Loyalty 0.783** 0.654** -0.039 0.738** 0.67 
Note. Recreated from “Engaging the Student as a Customer: A Relationship Marketing 
Approach,” by J. Bowden, 2013, Marketing Education Review, 21(3), p. 227. 
Copyright 2011 by the M. E. Sharpe, Inc. 
 
Table 8 
Reliability Coefficients and Factor Loadings for Relational Constructs in Bowden’s 
2011 Study 
 # of Items a Factor Loadings 
Satisfaction 5 0.93 0.80 – 0.91 
Trust 4 0.89 0.84 – 0.91 
Calculative 
Commitment 
3 0.83 0.78 – 0.90 
Affective 
Commitment 
3 0.88 0.84 – 0.92 
Loyalty 6 0.93 0.88 – 0.90 
Note. From “Engaging the Student as a Customer: A Relationship Marketing 
Approach,” by J. Bowden, 2013, Marketing Education Review, 21(3), p. 227. Copyright 
2011 by the M. E. Sharpe, Inc. Factor loadings for individual items not provided. 
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In this study, a latent construct for student-institution relationship quality was 
indicated by the measured variables of satisfaction, commitment (affective), and trust. 
Calculative commitment, defined as “remaining loyal as a result of perceived risk, and 
perceived switching cost despite the customer’s level of satisfaction” (Bowden, 2011, p. 
216) was not included in the latent construct as it focuses more on rational, cost-benefit 
decisions versus relational connections. Personal communication with Jana Bowden-
Everson, Ph.D. (January 20, 2017) provided permission to use the measurement scales as 
the researcher felt appropriate, therefore, the three-question measurement scale for the 
Calculative Commitment construct was omitted from this study. Table 9 details the items 
included in the adapted measurement scale used in the current study. Items were 
measured with a Likert Scale of 1 to 7, with 1 indicating “strongly disagree” and 7 
















Bowden’s (2011) Scales for Satisfaction, Trust, Affective Commitment, Loyalty 
Scale Item # Item 
Satisfaction S1. Attending [Name of Institution] was a good choice. 
 S2. I am always delighted with this university’s service. 
 S3. Overall, I am satisfied with [Name of Institution]. 
 S4. I think I did the right thing when I decided to attend [Name of 
Institution].  
 S5. I feel good about attending [Name of Institution]. 
   
Trust T1. I can count on [Name of Institution] to provide a good service. 
 T2. [Name of Institution] usually keeps the promises that it makes to 
me. 
 T3. [Name of Institution] puts the students’ interests first. 
 T4. [Name of Institution] can be relied on to keep its promises.  
   
Commitment C1. I am a loyal student of this [Name of Institution]. 
 C2. Because I feel a strong attachment with [Name of Institution], I 
remain a student with them. 
 C3. Because I feel a strong sense of belonging with [Name of 
Institution], I want to remain a student with them. 
   
Loyalty L1. I say positive things about [Name of Institution] to other people. 
 L2. I recommend [Name of Institution] to someone who seeks my 
advice. 
 L3. I encourage friends and relatives to do business with [Name of 
Institution]. 
 L4. I consider [Name of Institution] my first choice for university 
education. 
 L5. I am willing to maintain my relationship with [Name of 
Institution]. 
 L6. I am loyal to [Name of Institution].  
Note. Adapted from “Engaging the Student as a Customer: A Relationship Marketing 
Approach,” by J. Bowden, 2013, Marketing Education Review, 21(3), p. 227. Copyright 
2011 by the M. E. Sharpe, Inc. 
 
Student Enrollment Intentions 
Based on Ajzen’s Theory of Planned Behavior, a single-item measure for student 
enrollment intentions was created by the researcher (see Table 10). Although there could 
be a variety of reasons that prevent a student from enrolling in a future academic term 
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(e.g. financial limitations, familial responsibilities, illness, work requirements), it would 
be difficult to identify and include all such reasons in a single study. However, a known 
and measurable reason that will directly impact a student’s decision to enroll in a future 
academic term is completion of the requirements for an academic goal. Therefore, 
participants that responded in the negative to the enrollment intentions question were 
asked a follow-up question to determine if he/she would complete his/her academic goal 
(i.e. graduate) prior to the designated future academic term. 
Table 10 
Student Enrollment Intentions Scale 
 Item Response 
E1. Do you plan to return to [Name of Institution] in Spring 2018? Yes/No 




Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) 
The survey for this study was created by using some, but not all, of the items from 
the Teasley & Buchanan (2013) and the Bowden (2011) studies. Therefore, it was 
necessary to confirm the structure of the factors included in the hypothesized structural 
model: perceptions of the academic advising experience, satisfaction with the institution, 
trust in the institution, commitment to the institution, and loyalty to the institution. For 
this analysis, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) with principal components extraction 
was run for each measurement scale using IBM SPSS version 25 software.  
CFA Assumptions 
Prior to running CFA for each of the five measurement scales, the data were 
screened for the statistical assumptions necessary to proceed with factor analysis. First, 
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sample size was reviewed to determine if it was adequate for CFA analysis. Second, the 
accuracy of the data file was confirmed and missing data patterns were examined. Third, 
univariate and multivariate outliers were eliminated and the data were evaluated for the 
presence of normality, linearity, and singularity, as well as the absence of 
multicollinearity between variables. The following paragraphs provide the details of the 
data screening process. 
 Sample size.  Citing MacCallum, et al. (1999), Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) 
indicated that sample sizes in the 100-200 range are acceptable when factor loading 
values are high and communalities are in the 0.5 range; however, measurement scales 
with a fewer than five items require a minimum of 300 cases (MacCallum et al., 1999). 
The number of items in each of the measurement scales for the constructs of satisfaction, 
trust, commitment, and loyalty ranged from three to six items. Therefore, a minimum of 
300 cases was necessary to perform factor analysis. The sample size for all measures 
used in this study was n = 736, which exceeded the requirement to proceed with data 
screening and analysis.  
Accuracy of data and missing data.  The data were collected using Qualtrics, an 
online survey tool. Survey responses were downloaded into a data file for analysis in 
IBM SPSS version 25 software. A review of the descriptive statistics for the dataset 
indicated that all items in the measurement scales for perceptions of the academic 
advising experience, satisfaction in the university, commitment to the university, trust in 
the university, and loyalty to the university exhibited a minimum value of 1 and a 
maximum value of 7, in accordance with the 7-point Likert scale used in the survey. The 
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item measuring student enrollment intentions exhibited values of 1 and 2, as planned. 
Missing values analysis indicated that there were no missing data.  
Outliers. Visual inspection of histograms with normal curve overlay for all items 
indicated that there were no univariate outliers in the data. In order to identify 
multivariate outliers, Mahalanobis Distance was created. Analysis of Mahalanobis 
Distance using the IBM SPSS version 25 software Explore function, indicated that 17 
cases with Mahalanobis values greater than or equal to 104 had extreme values (df = 38, 
p = .001). These cases were eliminated from the dataset, bringing the total number of 
cases to n = 719, which exceeded the required sample size to continue analysis 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). After the removal of the multivariate outliers, a visual 
review of the histograms with normal curve overlay for all items indicated the continued 
absence of any univariate outliers (Meyers, Gamst, & Guarino, 2006). 
 Normality and linearity. Skewness and kurtosis values for all scale items were 
reviewed to assess univariate normality of the data set. Meyers, Gamst, and Guarino 
(2006) suggested that skewness values within the ± 1.0 range are acceptable. Kline 
(2011) suggested that kurtosis values greater than or equal to 7 indicate departure from 
univariate normality.  
Six items (A2, A10, A12, A13, A15, A19) exhibited a negative skewness value 
outside of ± 1.0; however, no items exhibited a kurtosis value greater than or equal to 7. 
Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) recommended data transformation to improve univariate 
normality. Specifically, when data is moderately skewed, Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) 
recommended log10 transformation and that negatively skewed data be reflected prior to 
transformation. Table 11 exhibits the original skewness and kurtosis values for all items 
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and the transformed skewness and kurtosis values for the six items that exhibited 
negative skewness values. 
	    




Univariate Normality Tests for Original Data and Transformed Items 
 Original Data  Transformed Data 
Item M SD Skewness Kurtosis  M SD Skewness Kurtosis 
A1 5.02 2.024 -.845 -.634      
A2 5.36 1.786 -1.091 .124  1.5406 .51512 .683 -.623 
A3 5.19 1.929 -.995 -.260      
A4 4.46 2.132 -.353 -1.273      
A5 5.19 1.857 -.945 -.242      
A6 4.91 1.975 -.720 -.730      
A7 4.53 2.051 -.383 -1.181      
A8 4.80 1.954 -.620 -.802      
A9 4.73 2.013 -.566 -.937      
A10 5.42 1.815 -1.187 .353  1.5197 .52174 .776 -.492 
A11 5.02 1.930 -.776 -.556      
A12 5.45 1.686 -1.152 .506  1.5195 .49363 .692 -.492 
A13 5.35 1.793 -1.136 .213  1.5440 .51296 .728 -.536 
A14 4.85 2.038 -.649 -.902      
A15 5.77 1.600 -1.670 2.153  1.4176 .46941 1.140 .560 
A16 5.04 2.050 -.838 -.636      
A17 4.67 2.191 -.516 -1.194      
A18 4.69 2.290 -.526 -1.270      
A19 5.72 1.482 -1.357 1.564  1.4425 .45069 .811 -.119 
A20 4.90 2.125 -.697 -.921      
S1 5.09 1.723 -.912 -.024      
S2 4.25 1.846 -.287 -1.074      
S3 4.83 1.785 -.731 -.514      
S4 4.99 1.753 -.788 -.310      
S5 4.89 1.781 -.725 -.483      
T1 4.55 1.807 -.540 -.758      
T2 4.48 1.756 -.479 -.673      
T3 3.94 1.909 -.120 -1.162      
T4 4.13 1.819 -.237 -.956      
C1 4.96 1.698 -.848 -.030      
C2 4.43 1.856 -.375 -.916      
C3 4.34 1.892 -.294 -.987      
L1 4.79 1.749 -.639 -.465      
L2 4.61 1.831 -.573 -.683      
L3 4.19 1.813 -.217 -.868      
L4 3.99 2.029 -.046 -1.298      
L5 4.91 1.739 -.808 -.202      
L6 4.75 1.815 -.651 -.522      
Note. M = mean; SD = standard deviation. The original data were measured on a 1-7 
scale; Skewness values outside of ± 1.0 are bolded. The transformed data were reflect log 
transformed. 
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The assumption of multivariate normality is that, in addition to the univariate 
normality of each variable, all linear combinations of variables are normally distributed 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Multivariate normality can be partially checked through the 
examination of the linearity of the relationships between variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 
2013), which can be assessed through the visual examination of bivariate scatterplots 
between pairs of variables. For each measurement scale, a scatterplot matrix was 
examined for pairwise linearity between items. It was determined that the scatterplots 
depicted enough linearity to continue with analysis, with the understanding that 
nonnormality of the data may affect the validity of the analysis results. 
Absence of multicollinearity and singularity. Multicollinearity exists when 
variables are too highly correlated, indicating that variables are redundant and both 
variables are not needed in the analysis. For each measurement scale, a series of multiple 
linear regressions were performed, with each scale item identified as the dependent 
variable. For example, 20 regressions were performed among the items in the academic 
advising scale, with each item serving as the dependent variable.  
Kline (2011) recommended Tolerance values greater than .10 and Variance 
Inflation Factor (VIF) values less than 10 to support the assumption of the absence of 
multicollinearity and presence of singularity. For all regressions performed, obtained 
tolerance values were greater than .10 and obtained VIF values were less than 10. 
Therefore, it was determined that the assumption of the absence of multicollinearity and 
presence of singularity was met. 
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CFA of Measurement Scales 
In order to complete the Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) process, Principal 
Components extraction was run for each measurement scale and the IBM SPSS version 
25 software output was reviewed. First, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of 
sampling adequacy was reviewed to determine if the data are suitable for factor analysis. 
Tabachnik and Fidell (2013) recommended KMO coefficients of .6 or higher for good 
factor analysis. Second, communality values were reviewed to determine the proportion 
of variance in each item that was explained by the underlying factor.  Tabachnik and 
Fidell (2013) suggested that communality values that equal or exceed 1 indicate problems 
with the solution; however, very low communality values indicate that the items are 
unrelated to the other items in the scale. Additionally, Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) 
suggested that the impact of sample size is minimized when communality values are 
greater than 0.6 and factor loadings are strong. Third, the Total Variance Explained table 
was reviewed to identify the number of components extracted (eigenvalues greater than 
or equal to 1) and the total variance explained by those components (Kline, 2011). The 
number of components extracted was confirmed via visual inspection of a scree plot. 
Fourth, the component matrix was examined to determine the manner in which 
measurement items loaded on the identified components. Tabachnik and Fidell (2013) 
suggested that component matrix values, also called factor loadings, in excess of .71 are 
considered excellent. As a final step, a composite variable for each measurement scale 
was created by summing the items for each scale to create an overall score (DiStefano, 
Zhu, & Mindrila, 2009).  The factor analysis results for each measurement scale are 
discussed in the following paragraphs.  
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CFA: Perceptions of academic advising scale. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
measure of sampling adequacy of .980 indicated that the data were suitable for factor 
analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). All communality values were greater than .6. The 
initial solution identified one component with an eigenvalue greater than one, indicating a 
single factor model explaining 76.79% of the total variability in the factor. The single-
factor model was confirmed with a visual review of the scree plot. In addition, all factor 
loadings were greater than .71. Based on the criteria suggested by Tabachnick and Fidell 
(2013) and Kline (2011) listed in the introductory paragraph, it was determined that the 
data supported a single-factor measurement scale for the perceptions of the academic 
advising experience variable. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the 20-item 
measurement scale supported the reliability of the scale (α = .934). Therefore, a 
composite score (Advising) was created for use in later analysis. Table 12 provides the 
factor loading and communality values for all items in the perceptions of the academic 














Factor Loading and Communality Values for Perceptions of Academic Advising Scale 
Item Factor Loading Communality 
A1 .825 .681 
A2_Transformed -.905 .819 
A3 .868 .753 
A4 .872 .760 
A5 .845 .715 
A6 .889 .791 
A7 .874 .763 
A8 .855 .730 
A9 .929 .863 
A10_Transformed -.838 .702 
A11 .836 .699 
A12_Transformed -.842 .709 
A13_Transformed -.836 .700 
A14 .931 .867 
A15_Transformed -.828 .686 
A16 .924 .855 
A17 .899 .807 
A18 .935 .874 
A19_Transformed -.853 .728 
A20 .926 .857 
Note. α = .934. 
 
CFA: Satisfaction with the university.  The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of 
sampling adequacy of .900 indicated that the data were suitable for factor analysis 
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). All communality values were greater than .6. The initial 
solution identified one component with an eigenvalue greater than one, indicating a 
single factor model explaining 87.29% of the total variability in the factor. The single-
factor model was confirmed with a visual review of the scree plot. In addition, all factor 
loadings were greater than .71. Based on the criteria suggested by Tabachnick and Fidell 
(2013) and Kline (2011), it was determined that the data supported a single-factor 
measurement scale for the satisfaction with the institution variable. The Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficient for the 5-item measurement scale supported the reliability of the scale (α = 
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.963). Therefore, a composite score (Satisfaction) was created for use in later analysis. 
Table 13 provides the factor loading and communality values for all items in the 
satisfaction with the institution scale. 
Table 13 
Factor Loading and Communality Values for the Satisfaction Scale 
Item Factor Loading Communality 
S1 .939 .882 
S2 .860 .739 
S3 .954 .910 
S4 .958 .917 
S5 .957 .916 
Note. α = .963. 
 
CFA: Trust in the university.  The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling 
adequacy of .844 indicated that the data were suitable for factor analysis (Tabachnick & 
Fidel, 2013). All communality values were greater than .6. The initial solution identified 
one component with an eigenvalue greater than one, indicating a single factor model 
explaining 87.53% of the total variability in the factor. The single-factor model was 
confirmed with a visual review of the scree plot. All factor loadings were greater than 
.71. Based on the criteria suggested by Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) and Kline (2011), it 
was determined that the data supported a single-factor measurement scale for the trust in 
the institution variable. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the 4-item measurement 
scale supported the reliability of the scale (α = .952). Therefore, a composite score (Trust) 
was created for use in later analysis. Table 14 provides the factor loading and 
communality values for all items in the trust in the institution scale. 
 
 




Factor Loading and Communality Values for the Trust Scale 
Item Factor Loading Communality 
T1 .916 .838 
T2 .940 .884 
T3 .931 .867 
T4 .955 .912 
Note. α = .952. 
 
CFA: Affective commitment to the university.  The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
measure of sampling adequacy of .740 indicated that the data were suitable for factor 
analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). All communality values were greater than .6. The 
initial solution identified one component with an eigenvalue greater than one, indicating a 
single factor model explaining 87.82% of the total variability in the factor. The single-
factor model was confirmed with a visual review of the scree plot. All factor loadings 
were greater than .71. Based on the criteria suggested by Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) 
and Kline (2011), it was determined that the data supported a single-factor measurement 
scale for the affective commitment to the institution variable. The Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficient for the 3-item measurement scale supported the reliability of the scale (α = 
.930). Therefore, a composite score (Commitment) was created for use in later analysis. 
Table 15 provides the factor loading and communality values for all items in the affective 
commitment to the institution scale. 
Table 15 
Factor Loading and Communality Values for the Commitment Scale 
Item Factor Loading Communality 
C1 .909 .827 
C2 .956 .913 
C3 .946 .894 
Note. α = .930. 
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CFA: Loyalty to the university.  The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling 
adequacy of .918 indicated that the data were suitable for factor analysis (Tabachnick & 
Fidell, 2013). All communality values were greater than .6. The initial solution identified 
one component with an eigenvalue greater than one, indicating a single factor model 
explaining 80.50% of the total variability in the factor. The single-factor model was 
confirmed with a visual review of the scree plot. All factor loadings were greater than 
.71. Based on the criteria suggested by Tabachnick and Fidell (2013) and Kline (2011), it 
was determined that the data supported a single-factor measurement scale for the loyalty 
to the institution variable. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient for the 6-item measurement 
scale supported the reliability of the scale (α = .950). Therefore, a composite score 
(Loyalty) was created for use in later analysis.  Table 16 provides the factor loading and 
communality values for all items in the loyalty to the institution variable scale. 
Table 16 
Factor Loading and Communality Values for the Loyalty Scale 
Item Factor Loading Communality 
L1 .913 .834 
L2 .938 .879 
L3 .899 .809 
L4 .852 .726 
L5 .879 .772 
L6 .900 .810 
Note. α = .950. 
SEM Assumptions 
Prior to performing SEM analysis, the composite variable data were screened for 
the statistical assumptions necessary to proceed with analysis. First, sample size was 
reviewed to determine if it was adequate for SEM analysis. Second, the data set was 
examined for accuracy of the data and missing data patterns. Third, univariate and 
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multivariate outliers were eliminated and the data were evaluated for the presence of 
normality and linearity, and singularity, as well as the absence of multicollinearity 
between variables. The following paragraphs provide the details of the data screening 
process. 
Sample Size 
Structural equation modeling requires large sample sizes (Kline, 2011; Ullman, 
2013). Kline (2011) suggested that, while a minimum of 200 cases is typical in SEM 
studies, an ideal sample size would include 20 cases per model parameter (20:1). Given 
that the hypothesized model for this study included 13 parameters (7 regression 
coefficients and 6 variances), a minimum of 260 cases were required to establish 
trustworthiness in the study results. Based on this, the sample size (n = 719) exceeded the 
requirement to continue with data analysis. 
Accuracy of Data and Missing Data 
The data were collected using Qualtrics, an online survey tool. Survey responses 
were downloaded into a data file for analysis in IBM SPSS version 25 software. A review 
of the descriptive statistics indicated that the minimum and maximum values for the 
Advising, Satisfaction, Trust, Commitment, and Loyalty variables were appropriate based 
on comparison to the sum of the minimum and maximum values for all items in the given 
scale. The Intent variable exhibited values of 1 and 2, as planned. Missing values analysis 
indicated that there were no missing data (n = 719).  
Outliers 
To determine if there were any multivariate outliers in the composite variables, 
Mahalanobis Distance was created. Analysis of Mahalanobis Distance using the IBM 
Running head: ADVISING, RELATIONSHIP QUALITY, AND PERSISTENCE 
 
 74 
SPSS version 25 software Explore function, indicated that 34 cases with Mahalanobis 
values greater than or equal to 13.7 had extreme values (df = 5, p = .000). These cases 
were eliminated from the data file, bringing the total number of cases in the sample to n = 
685, which exceeded the requirement to continue analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013).  
Normality and Linearity 
Skewness and kurtosis values for the composite scores were reviewed to assess 
univariate normality. Meyers, Gamst, and Guarino (2006) suggest that skewness values 
within the ± 1.0 range are acceptable. Kline (2011) suggests that kurtosis values greater 
than or equal to 7 indicate departure from univariate normality. The skewness and 
kurtosis values for all variables fell within the suggested ranges, confirming univariate 
normality of all items (see Table 17). 
Linearity was assessed through the examination of bivariate scatterplots between 
pairs of variables. Although the scatterplots were not oval-shaped for all composite 
variable pairs, it was determined that the scatterplots appeared to depict enough linearity 
to continue with analysis, with the understanding that nonnormality of the data may affect 
the validity of the analysis results. 
Table 17 
Univariate Normality Tests for Composite Variables 
Item M SD Skewness Kurtosis 
Advising 77.7278 22.63419 -.641 -.831 
Satisfaction 24.2146 8.23925 -.728 -.300 
Trust 17.3401 6.76158 -.348 -.810 
Commitment 13.8161 5.06923 -.466 -.634 
Loyalty 27.4642 9.74862 -.463 -.570 
Note. n = 685; M = mean; SD = standard deviation.  
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Absence of Multicollinearity and Singularity 
Multicollinearity exists when variables are too highly correlated, indicating that 
variables are redundant and both variables are not needed in the analysis. A series of 
multiple linear regressions were performed, with each composite score variable identified 
as the dependent variable. Kline (2011) recommended Tolerance values greater than .10 
and Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values less than 10 to support the assumption of the 
absence of multicollinearity and presence of singularity. For all regressions performed, 
obtained tolerance values were greater than .10 and obtained VIF values were less than 
10. Therefore, it was determined that the assumption of the absence of multicollinearity 
and presence of singularity was met. 
Data Analysis 
This study used IBM SPSS AMOS version 25 software to perform SEM analysis 
with Maximum Likelihood (ML) estimation. Prior to analysis, the data were checked for 
the assumptions associated with SEM: sample size, missing data, multivariate normality, 
the absence of multicollinearity, and singularity. The hypothesized model for this study 
was created in IBM SPSS AMOS version 25 software and analyzed using the six iterative 
steps suggested by Kline (2011). These steps are: 1) specification of the model, 2) 
identification of the model, 3) selection of measures and data collection, 4) estimation of 
the model, 5) re-specification of the model (if needed), and 6) reporting of the results. 
Details of the model analysis process following Kline’s (2011) six step procedure are 
provided in the following paragraphs. 




The hypothesized model for this study was specified by creating a pictorial 
representation of 1) the hypothesized measurement model for the latent variable called 
Relationship Quality using the indicator variables of Satisfaction, Trust, and 
Commitment; and 2) the hypothesized structural model detailing the direct and indirect 
relationships between Advising, Relationship Quality, Loyalty and Intent. Represented in 
Figure 10, the hypothesized structural model included direct relationships from Advising 
to Relationship Quality, Advising to Intent, Relationship Quality to Loyalty, Relationship 
Quality to Intent, and Loyalty to Intent. 
Model Identification 
Required for SEM analysis, model identification indicates that it is possible to 
obtain a unique estimate of every model parameter (Kline, 2011). The hypothesized 
structural model for this study was identified by confirming that the model degrees of 
freedom (df) was at least zero and that each latent variable, including residual variables, 
was assigned a scale (Kline, 2011).  
The hypothesized structural model included 21 data points and 14 parameters free 
to be estimated. Therefore, the degrees of freedom (df) for the hypothesized model was df 
= 7. Because the df was greater than zero, the hypothesized structural model was “over-
identified” and, therefore, met the first criteria for model identification (Kline, 2011).  
In order to meet the second criteria for model identification, a scale was assigned 
to each residual variable through a unit loading identification (ULI) constraint (Kline, 
2011). The path coefficient for each residual variable was set to the constant 1.0, 
represented by the numeral 1 next to each of the direct effect paths of the residual 
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variable on the corresponding measured variable. To assign a scale to the latent variable 
called Relationship Quality, a ULI constraint of 1.0 was assigned to one of indicator 
variables, Satisfaction, represented by the numeral 1 next to the direct effect path from 
Relationship Quality to Satisfaction (Kline, 2011). With the inclusion of the ULI 
constraints, the hypothesized structural model met the second requirement of model 
identification. 
Finally, the hypothesized structural model was identified because it was a 
recursive model (Kline, 2011). In recursive models, the residual variables are 
uncorrelated and all effect paths are unidirectional. Recursive structural models are 
always identified (Kline, 2011). 




Figure 10. Hypothesized structural model of the relationships between academic 
advising, student-institution relationship quality, student loyalty, and student enrollment 
intentions. 
 
Selection of Measures and Data Collection 
The selection of measures and data collection involves the process of selecting 
appropriate measures, collecting the data, and screening the data (Kline, 2011). The 
measures selected for this study were adopted from the extant literature and were 
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for perceptions of the academic advising experience (Advising), a 5-item measure for 
satisfaction with the university (Satisfaction), a 4-item measure for trust in the university 
(Trust), a 3-item measure for commitment to the university (Commitment), and a 6-item 
measure for loyalty to the institution (Loyalty). A dichotomous measure for student 
intentions to re-enroll in a future academic term (Intent) was created by the researcher. 
The data were collected via a self-administered online survey and were screened for the 
assumptions necessary to proceed with SEM analysis (Kline, 2011; Tabachnick & Fidell, 
2013). The final data set for SEM analysis consisted of 685 records (n = 685). 
Model Estimation 
Model estimation is the process of using an SEM tool to analyze a hypothesized 
model (Kline, 2011). Maximum Likelihood (ML) estimation is the most frequently used 
estimation method (Schermelleh-Engle et al., 2003; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013), and 
allows for a formal statistical test of overall model fit for models that are over-identified. 
ML estimation also produces estimates that are scale free and is, therefore, not dependent 
on using original or transformed data (Schermelleh-Engle et al., 2003). Thus, it was 
determined that ML estimation was appropriate for use in this study. Model estimation 
includes three steps: 1) evaluating model fit, 2) if model fit is satisfactory, interpreting 
model parameter estimates, and 3) considering equivalent or near-equivalent models 
(Kline, 2011).  
Evaluating model fit.  Model fit refers to how well the model explains the data 
(Byrne, 2010; Kline, 2011; Schermelleh-Engle, Moosbrugger, & Muller, 2003) and can 
be assessed using both inferential and descriptive model fit statistics. To assess overall fit 
of the hypothesized model, the model Chi-Square statistic (c2) and its associated 
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significance value (p), and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) 
statistics were examined. To assess comparative fit, the Goodness-of-Fit Index (GFI), 
Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index (AGFI), the Normed Fit Index (NFI), the Nonnormed Fit 
Index (NNFI), the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and the Parsimony-Adjusted 
Comparative Fit Index (PCFI) were considered. 
Model chi-square statistic.  The c2 statistic tests the null hypothesis that there are 
no differences between the sample (or observed) covariance matrix and the estimated 
population covariance matrix (Schermelleh-Engle et al., 2003; Tabachnick & Fidell, 
2013). Good overall model fit is generally indicated when the p-value associated with the 
c2 statistic is greater than 0.05 (Schermelleh-Engle et al., 2003). However, the c2 statistic 
can be misleading, as it 1) increases as more parameters are added to the model, 2) is 
dependent on sample size, and 3) assumes multivariate normality (Schermelleh-Engle et 
al., 2003). A second “rule of thumb” is that good model fit is indicated when the ratio of 
the c2 value and the degrees of freedom is less than 2 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). 
Because of the limitations of using the c2 statistic as an indicator of model fit, additional 
descriptive goodness-of-fit measures should be reviewed. 
Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). As an alternative to the c2 
statistic, the RMSEA assesses whether the model fits approximately well and is often 
referred to as a measure of “close fit” (Schermelleh-Engle et al., 2003). RMSEA is 
generally independent of sample size and favors models with less complexity 
(Schermelleh-Engle et al., 2003). Schermelleh-Engle et al. (2003) recommended an 
RMSEA value less than or equal to .05 to indicate good model fit and values less than or 
equal .08 to indicate adequate model fit. RMSEA values greater than .10 indicate poor 
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model fit and are unacceptable (Schermelleh-Engle et al., 2003; Tabachnick & Fidell, 
2013). In addition, a 90% confidence interval (CI) around the point of estimate provides 
an assessment of the precision of the RMSEA value (Kline, 2011; Schermelleh-Engle et 
al., 2003) with narrower confidence intervals indicating stronger confidence in the 
RMSEA estimate (Byrne, 2010).   
Goodness-of-fit index (GFI) and Adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI). The 
Joreskog-Sorbom GFI is an absolute fit index that estimates how much better the 
hypothesized model fits the data when compared to no model at all (Kline, 2011; 
Schermelleh-Engle et al., 2003). GFI values range from 0 to 1, with higher values 
indicating better model fit. (Byrne, 2010). GFI values greater than or equal to .90 indicate 
acceptable fit and values greater than or equal to .95 or higher indicate good model fit 
(Schermelleh-Engle et al., 2003). However, the GFI is sensitive to sample size, exhibiting 
higher mean values as the sample size increases (Kline, 2011) and is not generally 
recommended (Schreiber et al., 2009). 
As an alternative, the AGFI adjusts for the number of degrees of freedom (df) and 
favors simpler models with fewer parameters (Byrne, 2010; Schermelleh-Engle et al., 
2003). AGFI values also range for 0 to1 with values greater than .85 indicating 
acceptable model fit and values greater than .90 indicating good model fit (Schermelleh-
Engle et al., 2003). The AGFI is also sensitive to sample size, however, because it adjusts 
for model complexity, the AGFI was used to interpret the model fit in this study. 
Normed fit index (NFI) and nonnormed fit index (NNFI).  The Normed Fit 
Index (NFI) developed by Bentler and Bonett (1980) compares the c2 value of the 
observed model to the c2 value of the independence model (Schermelleh-Engle et al., 
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2003; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). NFI values range from 0 to 1, with higher values 
indicating better model fit. Schermelleh-Engle et al. (2003) and Tabachnick and Fidell 
(2013) recommended an NFI value of .95 or higher to indicate good model fit. 
Schermelleh-Engle et al. (2003) went a step further to suggest that an NFI value of .90 
indicates acceptable fit.  
The NFI statistic is affected by sample size; specifically, the NFI statistic may 
underestimate model fit when the sample size is small (Byrne, 2010). In order to address 
this concern, Bentler and Bonett (1980) also developed the Nonnormed Fit Index (NNFI) 
to measure relative fit. NNFI values range from 0 to 1, with higher values indicating 
better fit. Schermelleh-Engle et al. (2003) suggested that NNFI values greater than or 
equal to .97 indicate good model fit when compared to the independence model and that 
NNFI values greater than or equal to .95 indicate acceptable model fit. The NNFI favors 
more parsimonious models and is less affected by sample size as compared to some other 
fit indices (Schermelleh-Engle et al., 2003). Therefore, the NNFI statistic was selected to 
interpret the model in this study. 
Comparative fit index (CFI).  As an additional alternative to NFI, the Bentler 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) measures the relative improvement in fit of the 
hypothesized model when compared to the independence model, with higher values 
indicating better model fit (Kline, 2010; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). CFI values range 
between 0 to 1 and Schermelleh-Engle et al. (2003) suggested that a CFI value of .95 
indicates acceptable fit and a CFI value of .97 or higher indicates good model fit. Like 
NNFI, CFI fit statistics are less affected by sample size (Schermelleh-Engle et al., 2003). 
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Parsimony goodness-of-fit index (PGFI). A final, and important, measure of 
model fit evaluates the complexity of the hypothesized model when assessing overall 
model fit (Byrne, 2010). The Parsimony Goodness-of-Fit Index (PGFI) is a modification 
of the GFI statistic that adjusts the GFI downward for more complex models 
(Schermelleh-Engle et al., 2003). In other words, the PGFI statistics favors models with 
fewer estimated parameters. PGFI values range from 0 to 1, with higher values indicating 
a more parsimonious, or less complex, fit. PGFI values serve as a comparison criterion 
when choosing between alternative models and are typically lower than other fit indices 
(Byrne, 2010; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Meyers, Gamst, and Guarino (2006) 
suggested that a PGFI value greater than or equal to .50 is acceptable.  
A summary of the model fit statistics selected to evaluate the model in this study 
is provided in Table 18. 
Table 18 









Chi-Square (c2)  ≤ df ≤ df 
Chi-Square (c2) p-value > .05 > .05 
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 
(RMSEA) 
< .05 < .08 
Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index (AGFI) ≥ .90 ≥ .85 
Nonnormed Fit Index (NNFI) ≥ .97 ≥ .95 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) ≥ .97 ≥ .95 
Parsimony Goodness-of-Fit Index (PGFI) ≥ .50 ≥ .50 
 
The hypothesized model was estimated and re-specified as needed. The detailed 
procedures for estimating and re-specifying the model, as well as a discussion of the 
results, are reported in Chapter 4.	    






CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationships between perceptions of 
the academic advising experience, student-institution relationship quality, student loyalty 
to the institution, and student enrollment intentions. Based on theory and extant literature, 
an a priori hypothesized model, referred to as Model 0, was constructed (see Figure 11).  
 
Figure 11. Hypothesized model of the relationships between academic advising, student-
institution relationship quality, student loyalty, and student enrollment intentions (Model 
0). 
 
To test the hypothesized model, a hypothesized structural model, referred to as 
Model 1, was constructed (see Figure 12). The hypothesized structural model included 
student perceptions of the academic advising experience (Advising) as the exogenous 
Running head: ADVISING, RELATIONSHIP QUALITY, AND PERSISTENCE 
 
 85 
variable and student-institution relationship quality (Relationship Quality), student 
loyalty to the institution (Loyalty), and student enrollment intentions (Intent) as the 
endogenous variables. Advising, Loyalty, and Intent were directly measured variables, 
while Relationship Quality was a latent variable indicated by student satisfaction with the 
university (Satisfaction), student trust in the university (Trust), and student affective 
commitment to the university (Commitment). Directly measured, or observed, variables 
were represented by rectangles and latent variables were represented by ovals. 
Measurement error, or residual, variables for all variables were also included in the 
hypothesized structural model, represented by circles. Regression paths, representing the 
hypothesized effect of Advising on Relationship Quality, Advising on Intent, 
Relationship Quality on Loyalty, Relationship Quality on Intent, and Loyalty on Intent, 
were represented as single-headed arrows. Single-headed arrows also represented the 
impact of the latent variable called Relationship Quality on its indicator variables of 
Satisfaction, Trust, and Commitment. Descriptions of the variables included in Model 1 
are provided in Table 19. 




Figure 12. Hypothesized structural model of the relationships between academic 
advising, student-institution relationship quality, student loyalty, and student enrollment 
intentions (Model 1). Advising = perceptions of the academic advising experience; 
Relationship Quality = student-institution relationship quality; Loyalty = student loyalty 
to the institution; Intent = student enrollment intentions; Satisfaction = student 
satisfaction with the university; Trust = student trust in the institution; Commitment = 
student affective commitment to the university; e1 = residual variable for Advising; e2 = 
residual variable for Satisfaction; e3 = residual variable for Trust; e4= residual variable for 
Commitment; e5 = residual variable for Relationship Quality; e6 = residual variable for 












Descriptions of the Variables of Interest in Model 1 
Variable Variable Type Description 
Exogenous variable   
     Advising Measured Student perception of the academic advising 
experience. 
 
Endogenous variables   
     Relationship Quality Latent Student-institution relationship quality based 
upon student satisfaction with the university, 
student trust in the university, and student 
affective commitment to the university. 
 
     Loyalty Measured Student loyalty to the institution. 
 
     Intent Measured Intent to enroll in the following academic 
term. 
Note. Residual variables (e1 through e7) were also included in the hypothesized structural 
model. 
 
For the current study, a non-experimental, quantitative research design using 
primary data was employed and structural equation modeling (SEM) analysis was 
performed using IBM SPSS AMOS version 25 software to examine the hypothesized 
structural model. Specifically, SEM analysis focused on the following research questions: 
Research Question 1. To what extent does the hypothesized structural model produce an 
estimated population covariance matrix that is consistent with the sample covariance 
matrix?  
a.   If the data do not fit the hypothesized structural model, can the model be 
improved? 
Research Question 2. How much of the variance in the Relationship Quality, Loyalty, and 
Intent can be explained by the hypothesized structural model? 
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Research Question 3. What are the direct, indirect, and total effects among the variables, 
Advising, Relationship Quality, Loyalty, and Intent, included in the hypothesized 
structural model? 
Prior to SEM analysis, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) using IBM SPSS 
version 25 software was run to confirm the structure of the five measurements scales used 
for this study and composite variables were created for each of the five measured 
variables. The new data set, consisting of the five composite variables, was screened for 
the assumptions associated with SEM analysis and IBM SPSS AMOS version 25 
software was used to estimate the hypothesized structural model. 
Model Analysis 
The purpose of the first research question was to (a) determine to what extent the 
hypothesized structural model fit the data, and (b) if the hypothesized model did not fit 
the data, determine if the model could be improved. SEM analysis using Maximum 
Likelihood (ML) estimation was run using IBM SPSS AMOS version 25 software. The 
ML estimation process estimated model parameters that maximized the likelihood that 
the differences between the observed population covariance matrix and the estimated 
population covariance matrix were minimized (Kline, 2010; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). 
Model fit was examined using the chi-square (c2) statistic, the Root Mean Square Error 
of Approximation (RMSEA), the Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index (AGFI), the 
Nonnormed Fit Index (NNFI), the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), and the Parsimony 
Goodness-of-Fit Index (PGFI) using the parameter criteria summarized in Table 20.  
 
 













Chi-Square (c2)  ≤ df ≤ df 
Chi-Square (c2) p-value > .05 > .05 
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation 
(RMSEA) 
< .05 < .08 
Adjusted Goodness-of-Fit Index (AGFI) ≥ .90 ≥ .85 
Nonnormed Fit Index (NNFI) ≥ .97 ≥ .95 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) ≥ .97 ≥ .95 
Parsimony Goodness-of-Fit Index (PGFI) ≥ .50 ≥ .50 
 
Model 1 
The ML estimation process for Model 1 indicated that the minimum was 
achieved, which means that IBM SPSS AMOS version 25 software was successful in 
estimating all model parameters. Model estimation yielded a χ2 statistic value of 81.200 
with 7 degrees of freedom (p = .000). As shown in Table 21, the obtained values for the 
model fit indices selected for this study suggested that Model 1 exhibited poor overall 
model fit. Specifically, the p-value associated with the c2 statistic was statistically 
significant and the RMSEA value (.124) was greater than .08 (Schermelleh-Engle et al., 
2003). However, the model comparison indices indicated that Model 1 exhibited 










Summary of Cutoff Criterion and Obtained Values for Selected Model Fit Statistics Used 
to Assess Model Fit for Model 1 
 
Fit statistic 
Cutoff criterion for 
good fit 




df > 0 > 0 7 
c2 ≤ df ≤ df 81.200 
p > .05 > .05 .000 
RMSEA  
[90% CI] 
< .05 < .08 .124  
[.101-.150] 
AGFI ≥ .90 ≥ .85 .878 
NNFI ≥ .97 ≥ .95 .958 
CFI ≥ .97 ≥ .95 .980 
PGFI ≥ .50 ≥ .50 .320 
Note. N = 685. c2 = model chi-square statistic; p = probability value of the model chi-
square statistic; df = model degrees of freedom; RMSEA = root mean square error of 
approximation; CI =  confidence interval; AGFI = adjusted goodness-of-fit index; NNFI 




The first research question in this study was “To what extent does the 
hypothesized structural model produce an estimated population covariance matrix that is 
consistent with the sample covariance matrix?” Table 22 exhibits the standardized 
residual covariance matrix for Model 1. Values greater than 2.58 in the off-diagonal 
elements would indicate a statistically significant discrepancy between the sample 
(observed) population and estimated (predicted) population covariance matrices (Byrne, 
2010). The residual covariance matrix for Model 1 did not indicate any statistically 
significant discrepancies between the observed and estimated covariance matrices which 
suggested that Model 1 exhibited reasonable fit to the data. However, the parameter 
estimates produced during analysis (χ2 = 81.200, df = 7, p = .000; RMSEA = .124) did 
not support that conclusion, as the p-value of the χ2 statistic was significant and the 
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RMSEA value was greater than .05. Based on this, model re-specification was explored 
to determine if the overall fit of Model 1 could be improved. 
Table 22 
 
Standardized Residual Covariance Matrix for Model 1 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Advising .000      
2. Loyalty -.296 .000     
3. Commitment -.474 .222 .000    
4. Trust 1.025 -.099 -.433 .000   
5. Satisfaction .444 -.117 -.196 .593 .000  
6. Intent .091 .043 .186 -1.169 .486 -.017 
Note. N = 685. Advising = perceptions of the academic advising experience; Relationship 
Quality = student-institution relationship quality; Loyalty = student loyalty to the institution; 
Intent = student enrollment intentions; Satisfaction = student satisfaction with the 
university; Trust = student trust in the institution; Commitment = student affective 
commitment to the university 
 
Model re-specification. Because the overall fit for Model 1 was unsatisfactory, 
adjustments to the model were considered to improve model fit. As suggested by Byrne 
(2010), a review of the modification indices (MI) produced during the estimation of 
Model 1 were reviewed. Table 23 displays the three MIs for Model 1, which suggested 
the addition of covariance paths between the residual variables for Satisfaction and Trust, 
Trust and Commitment, and Commitment and Loyalty. Because correlation between 
residuals may indicate model specification errors, caution should be used when adding 
covariance paths to an SEM model (Cole, Ciesla, & Steiger, 2007; Hermida, 2015; 
MacCallum, 1986). As there was no theoretical basis for adding any of these covariance 
paths, no paths were added to the model.  
 
 




Modification Indices and Par Change Values for Model 1 
Parameter MI Par Change 
     e4 « e6 21.817 1.068 
     e3 « e4 17.463 -1.000 
     e2 « e3 35.587 2.261 
Note. N = 685. MI = modification index; Par Change = expected parameter change. e2 
= residual variable for Satisfaction; e3 = residual variable for Trust; e4= residual 
variable for Commitment; e6 = residual variable for Loyalty. 
 
Subsequently, an examination of the regression paths included in the Model 1 was 
undertaken to determine if any of the paths were not significant, as nonsignificant 
regression paths are indicative of paths that can be removed from a model (Byrne, 2010). 
As shown in Table 24, the estimated parameter for the direct path from Loyalty to Intent 
was not significant at the .05 level. All other regression paths were significant at the .05, 
.01, or .001 levels. Because the path from Loyalty to Intent exhibited the largest p-value 
and was not statistically significant, it was removed from Model 1 to create Model 2 (see 














Standardized Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates for Model 1 
Parameter β 95% CI 
Advising ® Relationship Quality .546*** [.478, .613] 
Relationship Quality ® Loyalty .971*** [.963, .978] 
Relationship Quality ® 
Satisfaction 
.935*** [.923, .946] 
Relationship Quality ® Trust .903*** [.881, .919] 
Relationship Quality ® 
Commitment 
.931*** [.917, .943] 
Loyalty ® Intent -.271 [-.693, .074] 
Relationship Quality ® Intent .484* [.098, .943] 
Advising ® Intent -.130** [-.214, -.053] 
Note. N = 685. β = standardized estimate; CI = confidence interval. Advising = 
perceptions of the academic advising experience; Relationship Quality = student-
institution relationship quality; Loyalty = student loyalty to the institution; Intent = 
student enrollment intentions; Satisfaction = student satisfaction with the university; 
Trust = student trust in the institution; Commitment = student affective commitment to 
the university. * < .05. ** < .01. *** < .001. 




Figure 13. Model 2. Advising = perceptions of the academic advising experience; 
Relationship Quality = student-institution relationship quality; Loyalty = student loyalty 
to the institution; Intent = student enrollment intentions; Satisfaction = student 
satisfaction with the university; Trust = student trust in the institution; Commitment = 
student affective commitment to the university; e1 = residual variable for Advising; e2 = 
residual variable for Satisfaction; e3 = residual variable for Trust; e4= residual variable for 
Commitment; e5 = residual variable for Relationship Quality; e6 = residual variable for 









The ML estimation process for Model 2 indicated that the minimum was 
achieved. Model estimation yielded a χ2 statistic value of 82.725 with 8 degrees of 
freedom (p = .000). Shown in Table 25, the obtained values for the model fit indices 
selected for this study suggested that Model 2 exhibited poor overall model fit. 
Specifically, the p-value associated with the c2 statistic was statistically significant and 
the RMSEA value (.117) was greater than .08 (Schermelleh-Engle et al., 2003). However, 
the model comparison indices indicated that Model 2 exhibited acceptable to good model 
fit (AGFI = .892, NNFI = .963, CFI = .980, PGFI = .365). The AGFI, NNFI, and PGFI 
were improved, while the CFI remained the same.  
Table 25 
Summary of Cutoff Criterion and Obtained Values for Selected Model Fit Statistics Used 
to Assess Model Fit Model 2 
 
Fit statistic 
Cutoff criterion for 
good fit 




df > 0 > 0 8 
c2 ≤ df ≤ df 82.725 
p > .05 > .05 .000 
RMSEA  
[90% CI] 
< .05 < .08 .117  
[.095-.140] 
AGFI ≥ .90 ≥ .85 .892 
NNFI ≥ .97 ≥ .95 .963 
CFI ≥ .97 ≥ .95 .980 
PGFI ≥ .50 ≥ .50 .365 
Note. N = 685. c2 = model chi-square statistic; p = probability value of the model chi-
square statistic; df = model degrees of freedom; RMSEA = root mean square error of 
approximation; CI = confidence interval; AGFI = adjusted goodness-of-fit index; NNFI 




 Once again, although Model 2 exhibited poor overall model fit, no statistically 
significant discrepancies existed between the observed and predicted covariance matrices, 
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as evidenced by no off-diagonal values greater than 2.58 in the standardized residual 
covariance matrix (see Table 26). Based on this, model re-specification was again 
explored to determine if the overall fit of Model 2 could be improved. 
Table 26 
 
Standardized Residual Covariance Matrix for Model 2 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Advising .000      
2. Commitment -.475 .000     
3. Trust 1.014 -.443 .000    
4. Satisfaction .441 -.193 .582 .000   
5. Loyalty -.296 .228 -.107 -.112 .000  
6. Intent .000 .376 -.990 .677 -.167 .000 
Note. N = 685. Advising = perceptions of the academic advising experience; Relationship 
Quality = student-institution relationship quality; Loyalty = student loyalty to the institution; 
Intent = student enrollment intentions; Satisfaction = student satisfaction with the 
university; Trust = student trust in the institution; Commitment = student affective 
commitment to the university. 
 
Model re-specification. Because the overall fit for Model 2 was unsatisfactory, 
adjustments to the model were considered to improve model fit. Table 27 displays the 
three MIs for Model 2, each of which suggested the addition of a covariance path 
between residual variables.  As with Model 1, there was no theoretical basis for the 
addition of these suggested paths, therefore no paths were added to Model 2. 
Table 27 
Modification Indices and Par Change Values for the Model 2 
Parameter MI Par Change 
     e3 «  e4 18.398 -1.025 
     e2 « e3 34.587 2.227 
     e6 « e4 22.801 1.097 
Note. N = 685. MI = modification index; Par Change = expected parameter change. e2 
= measurement error variable for Satisfaction; e3 = measurement error variable for 
Trust; e4= measurement error variable for Commitment; e6 = measurement error 
variable for Loyalty. 
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An examination of the regression paths for Model 2 indicated that all paths were 
significant at the .01 level or better (see Table 28). However, the path coefficient for the 
direct path from Advising to Intent was negative, which did not adhere to the direction of 
such a path in the extant literature. Therefore, it was determined that the regression path 
from Advising to Intent would be removed from Model 2 to create Model 3 (see Figure 
14).  
Table 28 
Standardized Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates for Model 2 
Parameter β 95% CI 
Advising ® Relationship Quality .547*** [.478, .613] 
Relationship Quality ® Loyalty .935*** [.963, .977] 
Relationship Quality ® 
Satisfaction 
.904*** [.923, .946] 
Relationship Quality ® Trust .931*** [.882, .919] 
Relationship Quality ® 
Commitment 
.970*** [.917, .943] 
Relationship Quality ® Intent .207*** [.095, .315] 
Advising ® Intent -.120** [-.207, -.038] 
Note. N = 685. β = standardized estimate; CI = confidence interval. Advising = 
perceptions of the academic advising experience; Relationship Quality = student-
institution relationship quality; Loyalty = student loyalty to the institution; Intent = 
student enrollment intentions; Satisfaction = student satisfaction with the university; 
Trust = student trust in the institution; Commitment = student affective commitment to 
the university. ** < .01. *** < .001. 
 




Figure 14. Model 3. Advising = perceptions of the academic advising experience; 
Relationship Quality = student-institution relationship quality; Loyalty = student loyalty 
to the institution; Intent = student enrollment intentions; Satisfaction = student 
satisfaction with the university; Trust = student trust in the institution; Commitment = 
student affective commitment to the university; e1 = residual variable for Advising; e2 = 
residual variable for Satisfaction; e3 = residual variable for Trust; e4= residual variable for 
Commitment; e5 = residual variable for Relationship Quality; e6 = residual variable for 









The ML estimation process for Model 3 indicated that the minimum was 
achieved. Model estimation yielded a χ2 statistic value of 89.657 with 9 degrees of 
freedom (p = .000). As shown in Table 29, the obtained values for the model fit indices 
selected for this study suggested that Model 3 exhibited poor overall model fit. 
Specifically, the p-value associated with the c2 statistic was statistically significant and 
the RMSEA value (.114) was greater than .08 (Schermelleh-Engle et al., 2003). However, 
the model comparison indices indicated that Model 3 exhibited acceptable to good model 
fit (AGFI = .896, NNFI = .964, CFI = .979, PGFI = .409) and all model comparison 
indices were improved.  
Table 29 
Summary of Cutoff Criterion and Obtained Values for Selected Model Fit Statistics Used 
to Assess Model Fit Model 3 
Fit statistic Cutoff criterion for 
good fit 
Cutoff criterion for 
acceptable fit 
Obtained values 
df > 0 > 0 9 
c2 ≤ df ≤ df 89.657 
p > .05 > .05 .000 
RMSEA  
[90% CI] 
< .05 < .08 .114  
[.094-.137] 
AGFI ≥ .90 ≥ .85 .896 
NNFI ≥ .97 ≥ .95 .964 
CFI ≥ .97 ≥ .95 .979 
PGFI ≥ .50 ≥ .50 .409 
Note. N = 685. c2 = model chi-square statistic; p = probability value of the model chi-
square statistic; df = model degrees of freedom; RMSEA = root mean square error of 
approximation; CI = confidence interval; AGFI = adjusted goodness-of-fit index; NNFI 




As with Model 1 and Model 2, a review of the off-diagonal elements in the 
standardized residual covariance matrix for Model 3 indicated that that no statistically 
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significant discrepancies existed between the observed and predicted covariance matrices 
for Model 3 (see Table 30). 
Table 30 
 
Standardized Residual Covariance Matrix for Model 3 
Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Advising .000      
2. Commitment -.466 .000     
3. Trust 1.023 -.443 .000    
4. Satisfaction .453 -.190 .585 .000   
5. Loyalty -.289 .226 -.109 -.112 .000  
6. Intent -2.157 .422 -.945 .724 -.119 .000 
Note. N = 685. Advising = perceptions of the academic advising experience; Relationship 
Quality = student-institution relationship quality; Loyalty = student loyalty to the institution; 
Intent = student enrollment intentions; Satisfaction = student satisfaction with the 
university; Trust = student trust in the institution; Commitment = student affective 
commitment to the university.  
 
Model re-specification. Because the overall fit for Model 3 was unsatisfactory, 
adjustments to the model were considered to improve model fit. Table 31 displays the 
three MIs for Model 3, each of which suggested the addition of a covariance path 
between residual variables. As there was no theoretical basis for the addition of these 
suggested paths, no paths were added to Model 3. 
 Table 31 
Modification Indices and Par Change Values for the Model 3 
Parameter MI Par Change 
     e3 «  e4 18.397 -1.025 
     e2 « e3 34.832 2.236 
     e6 « e4 22.417 1.086 
Note. N = 685. MI = modification index; Par Change = expected parameter change. e2 
= measurement error variable for Satisfaction; e3 = measurement error variable for 
Trust; e4= measurement error variable for Commitment; e6 = measurement error 
variable for Loyalty. 
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An examination of the regression paths in Model 3 indicated that all paths were 
significant at the .001 level and that all path directions were consistent with the extant 
literature (see Table 32). Based on this, no paths were removed from Model 3. 
Table 32 
Standardized Maximum Likelihood Parameter Estimates for Model 3 
Parameter β 95% CI 
Advising ® Relationship Quality .546*** [.490, .602] 
Relationship Quality ® Loyalty .935*** [.964, .976] 
Relationship Quality ® 
Satisfaction 
.904*** [.924, .945] 
Relationship Quality ® Trust .931*** [.886, .917] 
Relationship Quality ® 
Commitment 
.970*** [.919, .941] 
Relationship Quality ® Intent .140*** [.059, .209] 
Note. N = 685. β = standardized estimate; CI = confidence interval. Advising = 
perceptions of the academic advising experience; Relationship Quality = student-
institution relationship quality; Loyalty = student loyalty to the institution; Intent = 
student enrollment intentions; Satisfaction = student satisfaction with the university; 
Trust = student trust in the institution; Commitment = student affective commitment to 
the university. *** < .001. 
 
Model Comparison 
Table 33 displays a summary of the model fit indices obtained for Models 1, 2, 
and 3. None of the models exhibited acceptable overall model fit, however comparison 
model fit indices indicated that all models exhibited acceptable to good model fit. 
Modification indices for all three models suggested the addition of several covariance 
paths that represented correlation of residuals, indicating the possibility of 
misspecification of the measurement model for the latent variable called Relationship 
Quality. As there was no theoretical support for the inclusion of these paths, no paths 
were added to the model.  
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An examination of the regression paths for Model 1 indicated that the path from 
Loyalty to Intent was not significant at the .05 level. Based on this, the path from Loyalty 
to Intent was removed from Model 1 to create Model 2. All regression paths for Model 2 
were significant at the .01 level or better, however the path from Advising to Intent ran 
counter to the hypothesized direction of the regression relationship.  Based on this, the 
path from Advising to Intent was removed from the Model 2 to create Model 3. 
Model 3 exhibited improved RMSEA, AGFI, NNFI, CFI, and PGI values. The 
CFI value met the cutoff criterion value for good model fit and the AGFI and NNFI 
values met the cutoff criterion value for acceptable model fit. The PGFI value was also 
improved. Therefore, Model 3 was tentatively accepted as the model that best fit the data.  
Table 33 
Summary of Cutoff Criterion and Obtained Values for Selected Model Fit Statistics Used to 









Obtained values for models 
1 2 3 
df > 0 > 0 7 8 8 
c2 ≤ df ≤ df 81.200 82.725 89.657 
p > .05 > .05 .000 .000 .000 
RMSEA  
[90% CI] 






AGFI ≥ .90 ≥ .85 .878 .892 .896 
NNFI ≥ .97 ≥ .95 .958 .963 .964 
CFI ≥ .97 ≥ .95 .980 .980 .979 
PGFI ≥ .50 ≥ .50 .320 .365 .409 
Note. N = 685. c2 = model chi-square statistic; p = probability value of the model chi-square 
statistic; df = model degrees of freedom; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; 
CI = confidence interval; AGFI = adjusted goodness-of-fit index; NNFI = nonnormed fit 
index; CFI = comparative fit index; PGFI = parsimony goodness-of-fit index. 
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Addressing Confirmation Bias 
Once a final model has been selected, Kline (2011) recommended that equivalent 
or near-equivalent models should be considered to avoid confirmation bias. However, 
Kline (2011) also acknowledged that, with relatively simple models, it may be difficult to 
identify equivalent or near-equivalent models. In an effort to identify an equivalent or 
near-equivalent model, the MIs for Model 1, Model 2, and Model 3 were reviewed, 
however, with such a simple model, no theoretically or statistically reasonable equivalent 
or near-equivalent model was identified. Based on this, Model 3, depicted in Figure 15, 
was accepted as the best fitting, final, model in this study. 




Figure 15. Final model with standardized parameter estimates and squared multiple 
correlations. N = 685. Advising = perceptions of the academic advising experience; 
Relationship Quality = student-institution relationship quality; Loyalty = student loyalty 
to the institution; Intent = student enrollment intentions; Satisfaction = student 
satisfaction with the university; Trust = student trust in the institution; Commitment = 
student affective commitment to the university; e1 = residual variable for Advising; e2 = 
residual variable for Satisfaction; e3 = residual variable for Trust; e4= residual variable for 
Commitment; e5 = residual variable for Relationship Quality; e6 = residual variable for 
Loyalty; e7= residual variable for Intent. 
 




 The purpose of the second research question in this study was to determine how 
much of the variance in Relationship Quality, Loyalty, and Intent was explained by the 
hypothesized model. Using IBM SPSS AMOS version 25 software, SEM analysis with 
ML estimation produced squared multiple correlations (R2), or the proportion of variance 
explained, for each endogenous variable in the final model (see Table 34). It should be 
noted, however, that because the final model did not exhibit acceptable overall model fit, 
the amount of variance explained by the model should be interpreted with caution (Kline, 
2011). 
Table 34 
Summary of the Squared Multiple Correlations for Each Endogenous Variable in the 
Final Model 
Variable R2 






Note. N = 685. R2 = squared multiple correlation; Advising = perceptions of the 
academic advising experience; Relationship Quality = student-institution relationship 
quality; Loyalty = student loyalty to the institution; Intent = student enrollment 
intentions; Satisfaction = student satisfaction with the university; Trust = student trust 
in the institution; Commitment = student affective commitment to the university. 
 
In the final model, the R2 values for the three indicator variables of relationship 
quality indicated that the latent variable for relationship quality explained 87.4% of the 
variance in Satisfaction, 81.6% of the variance in Trust, and 86.6% of the variance in 
Commitment. Conversely, 12.6% of the variance in Satisfaction, 18.4% of the variance in 
Trust, and 13.4% of the variance in Commitment remained unexplained. These parameter 
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values indicated that the latent construct called Relationship Quality explained a 
substantial portion of the variance in the its indicator variables. 
The R2 value for Relationship Quality was .298, indicating that 29.8% of the 
variance in student-institution relationship quality was explained by perceptions of the 
academic advising experience. The R2 value for Loyalty was .942, indicating that 94.2% 
of the variance in student loyalty to the institution was explained by the combined effect 
of perceptions of the academic advising experience and student-institution relationship 
quality. Finally, the R2 value for Intent was .020, indicating that 2.0% of the variance in 
student enrollment intentions was explained by the combined effect of perceptions of the 
academic advising experience and student-institution relationship quality. Conversely, 
70.2% of the variance in Relationship Quality, 5.8% of the variance in Loyalty, and 
98.0% of the variance in Intent was not explained by the final model. 
Direct, Indirect, and Total Effects 
The purpose of the third research question in this study was to examine the 
structure of the relationships among all variables in the model. The ML estimation 
process in IBM SPSS AMOS version 25 software produced parameter estimates of the 
direct, indirect, and total effects of the exogenous variables on the endogenous variables 
in the model (see Table 35). These parameter estimates are interpreted like regression 
coefficients in multiple regression and have a range of -1.0 to +1.0 (Kline, 2011). It 
should be noted, however, that because the final model did not exhibit acceptable overall 
model fit, the path coefficients in the model should be interpreted with caution (Kline, 
2011). 
 




Effect Decomposition for the Standardized Effects of Exogenous Variables on 
Endogenous Variables in the Final Model 
 Endogenous Variables 
Exogenous Variables Relationship Quality Loyalty Intent 
Direct Effect    
 Academic Advising .546* -- -- 
 Relationship Quality -- .970* .140^ 
 Loyalty -- -- -- 
    
Indirect Effect    
 Academic Advising -- .530* .076^ 
 Relationship Quality -- -- -- 
 Loyalty -- -- -- 
    
Total Effect    
 Academic Advising .546* .530* .076^ 
 Relationship Quality -- .970* .140^ 
Note. N = 685. Advising = perceptions of the academic advising experience; Relationship 
Quality = student-institution relationship quality; Loyalty = student loyalty to the 
institution; Intent = student enrollment intentions. *p < .01, ^p < .05. 
 
The direct effect of Relationship Quality on Loyalty was the strongest path in the 
final model (b = .970), indicating that Relationship Quality exhibited a substantial 
influence on Loyalty. This finding was consistent with Relationship Marketing Theory 
(RMT), which suggested that the individual indicator variables for the latent construct 
called Relationship Quality (Satisfaction, Trust, and Commitment) had a substantial 
impact on Loyalty. It was encouraging to find that the latent construct call Relationship 
Quality performed similarly.  
However, the more interesting findings, in relation to the purpose of this study, 
was the statistically significant direct effect of Advising on Relationship Quality (b = 
.546) and the statistically significant indirect effect of Advising on Intent (b = .076). 
These findings supported the hypothesis that the academic advising experience does 
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impact, to some degree, the relationship that a student has with the institution and the 
student’s intent to maintain that relationship.  
It was also interesting to find that the hypothesized path from Loyalty to Intent 
was not statistically significant (p > .05). From the RMT perspective, Loyalty should 
have exhibited a statistically significant effect on Intent. Because the path from Loyalty 
to Intent was removed from the hypothesized model, the findings of this study did not 
allow for the exploration of the impact that Loyalty had on Intent for the sample 
population. Understanding why the path from Loyalty to Intent was not statistically 
significant in the current study is a topic for future research. Interestingly, the final model 
was originally analyzed prior to the exclusion of outlier records during the screening for 
SEM assumptions and the direct path for Loyalty to Intent was found to be statistically 
significant. While that is not a subject for discussion in this dissertation study, it does 
present an interesting path for future research to examine how the inclusion of outliers 
could change the path analysis results of an SEM model.  
The following paragraphs describe the direct, indirect, and total effects in the final 
model for this study. It should be noted that, because the final model included a latent 
construct, which by definition is not directly measured, specific numerical values for the 
standard deviation of each variable could not be produced. However, the parameter 
estimates produced during SEM analysis did provide a valuation of the both the strength 
and direction (positive or negative) of the relationship between the variables (Kline, 
2011).  
Direct effects. The standardized direct effect of an exogenous variable on an 
endogenous variable estimates the proportional amount that the endogenous variable 
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would be expected to change when the exogenous variable increases by one standard 
deviation and all other variables are held constant (Kline, 2011). In the final structural 
model, the direct effect of Advising on Relationship Quality was β = .546, indicating that, 
if Advising were to increase by one standard deviation, Relationship Quality would be 
expected to increase by 54.6% of one standard deviation.  The direct effect of 
Relationship Quality on Loyalty was β = .970, indicating that, if Relationship Quality 
were to increase by one standard deviation, Loyalty would be expected to increase by 
97.0% of one standard deviation. Finally, the direct effect of Relationship Quality on 
Intent was β = .140, indicating that, if Relationship Quality were to increase by one 
standard deviation, Intent would be expected to increase by 14% of one standard 
deviation. In other words, these findings indicated that if the Advising score were to 
increase, it would be expected that the Relationship Quality score would increase. 
Similarly, these findings indicated that if the Relationship Quality score were to increase, 
it would be expected that the Loyalty and Intent scores would increase.  
The measurement model for the latent construct call Relationship Quality 
included direct regression paths from the latent variable to its three indicator variables. 
The standardized direct effect from Relationship Quality to Satisfaction was β = .935, 
indicating that, if Relationship Quality were to increase by one standard deviation, it 
would be expected that Satisfaction would increase by 93.5% of one standard deviation. 
The standardized direct effect from Relationship Quality to Trust was β = .904, indicating 
that, if Relationship Quality were to increase by one standard deviation, it would be 
expected that Satisfaction would increase by 90.4% of one standard deviation. Finally, 
the standardized direct effect from Relationship Quality to Commitment was β = .931, 
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indicating that, if Relationship Quality were to increase by one standard deviation, it 
would be expected that Satisfaction would increase by 93.1% of one standard deviation. 
In other words, Relationship Quality, as a latent variable, had a strong, positive influence 
on Satisfaction, Trust, and Commitment. 
Indirect effects. The standardized indirect effect of one variable on another 
variable estimates the mediated effect of the first variable on the second variable when 
the first variable increases by one standard deviation and all other variables are held 
constant (Kline, 2011). The indirect effect of Advising on Loyalty via the mediating 
variable of Relationship Quality was β = .530, indicating that, if Advising were to 
increase by one standard deviation, Loyalty would be expected to increase by 53.0% of 
one standard deviation. The indirect effect of Advising on Intent via the mediating 
variable of Relationship Quality was β = .076, indicating that, if Advising were to 
increase by one standard deviation, Intent would be expected to increase by 7.6% of one 
standard deviation. These findings indicated that if the Advising score were to increase, it 
would be expected that the Loyalty and Intent scores would increase.   
Total effects. The standardized total effect of one variable on another variable 
estimates the total (direct and indirect) effect of the first variable on the second variable 
when the first variable increases by one standard deviation and all other variables are held 
constant (Kline, 2011). The total effect of Advising on Relationship Quality was β = .546, 
indicating that, if Advising were to increase by one standard deviation, Relationship 
Quality would be expected to increase by 54.6% of one standard deviation. The total 
effect of Advising on Loyalty was β = .530, indicating that, if Advising were to increase 
by one standard deviation, Loyalty would be expected to increase by 53.0% of one 
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standard deviation. The total effect of Advising on Intent was β = .076, indicating that, if 
Advising were to increase by one standard deviation, Intent would be expected to 
increase by 7.6% of one standard deviation. 
The total effect of Relationship Quality on Loyalty was β = .970, indicating that, 
if Relationship Quality were to increase by one standard deviation, Loyalty would be 
expected to increase by 97% of one standard deviation. Finally, the total effect of 
Relationship Quality on Intent was β = .140, indicating that, if Relationship Quality were 
to increase by one standard deviation, Intent would be expected to increase by 14% of 
one standard deviation.  
Summary 
Results of SEM analysis with ML estimation indicated that the hypothesized 
model did not exhibit good overall model fit but did exhibit acceptable to good 
comparison model fit. Attempts to improve the model resulted in improved model fit 
indices. However, while the overall fit of the model improved slightly during the re-
specification process, the final model did not meet the cutoff criterion required to suggest 
acceptable or good model fit to the data (χ2 = 89.675, df = 9, p = .000; RMSEA = .114; 
AGFI = .896, NNFI = .964, CFI = .979, PGFI = .409). Because the final model did not 
exhibit good overall model fit, all findings in this study should be interpreted with 
caution. 
Model 3 was selected as the final model for this study. The final model explained 
29.8% of the variance in student-institution relationship quality, 94.2% of the variance in 
student loyalty to the institution, and 2.0% of student enrollment intentions. In addition, 
the latent variable for student-institution relationship quality explained 87.4% of the 
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variance in satisfaction with the university, 81.6% of the variance in trust in the 
institution, and 86.6% 0f the variance in affective commitment to the university.  
The regression path from Relationship Quality to Loyalty exhibited the largest 
path coefficient (b = .970), however the more interesting findings, based on the purpose 
of this study, were that Advising had a significant positive, direct effect on Relationship 
Quality (b = .546), and a significant positive, indirect effect on Intent (b = .076). These 
findings supported the hypothesis that the academic advising experience does impact 
student enrollment intentions through the development of the student-institution 
relationship.  
An additional finding of interest in this study, was that the regression path from 
Loyalty to Intent was not statistically significant and was not included in the final model. 
The lack of statistical significance for this path was not consistent with RMT, which 
specifies that feelings of loyalty to an organization lead to continuation of the relationship 
with that organization. Because the path from Loyalty to Intent was removed from the 
hypothesized model, the findings of this study did not allow for the exploration of the 
impact that Loyalty had on Intent for the sample population. Further research should be 
undertaken to examine, and attempt to explain, this finding. 
	    






CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 
The purpose of this study was to examine the influence of perceptions of the 
academic advising experience on student persistence via the moderating variables of 
student-institution relationship quality and student loyalty to the institution. Based on the 
conceptual models for College Impact Theory (CIT), Social Exchange Theory (SET), 
Relationship Marketing Theory (RMT), and the Theory of Planned Behavior Theory 
(TPB), a hypothesized a priori model was developed (see Figure 16). To test the 
accuracy of the hypothesized model, a hypothesized structural model was constructed 
(see Figure 17).  
 
Figure 16. Hypothesized model of the relationships between academic advising 
experience, student-institution relationship quality, student loyalty, and student 
enrollment intentions. 




Figure 17. Hypothesized structural model of the relationships between academic 
advising, student-institution relationship quality, student loyalty, and student enrollment 
intentions. 
 
Data were collected via an online self-administered survey in the Fall 2017 
academic term at a large, Midwestern, four-year, public institution. The sample data were 
analyzed using IBM SPSS AMOS Version 25 software to investigate the following 
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Research Question 1. To what extent does the hypothesized structural model produce an 
estimated population covariance matrix that is consistent with the sample covariance 
matrix?  
a.   If the data do not fit the hypothesized structural model, can the model be 
improved? 
Research Question 2. How much of the variance in the Relationship Quality, Loyalty, and 
Intent, can be explained by the hypothesized structural model? 
Research Question 3. What are the direct, indirect, and total effects among the variables, 
Advising, Relationship Quality, Loyalty, and Intent, included in the hypothesized 
structural model? 
Results from a confirmatory structural equation modeling (SEM) analysis using 
Maximum Likelihood (ML) estimation indicated that the hypothesized model exhibited 
poor overall model fit. Post-hoc adjustments to the model did not improve overall model 
fit, but did result in a more parsimonious, or less complex model with improved model 
comparison fit indices. The final model, with standardized parameter estimates and 
squared multiple correlations, is represented by Figure 18.  
Arranged according to the research questions guiding this study, the following 
paragraphs present the results of the SEM analysis for the final model, the amount of 
variance explained for each endogenous variable in the model, and the direct, indirect, 
and total effects of the exogenous variables on the endogenous variables in the model. In 
addition, an interpretation of the findings, limitations of the findings, and 
recommendations for future research and future practice are presented. 




Figure 18. Final model with standardized parameter estimates and squared multiple 
correlations. N = 685. Advising = perceptions of the academic advising experience; 
Relationship Quality = student-institution relationship quality; Loyalty = student loyalty 
to the institution; Intent = student enrollment intentions; Satisfaction = student 
satisfaction with the university; Trust = student trust in the institution; Commitment = 
student affective commitment to the university; e1 = residual variable for Advising; e2 = 
residual variable for Satisfaction; e3 = residual variable for Trust; e4= residual variable for 
Commitment; e5 = residual variable for Relationship Quality; e6 = residual variable for 
Loyalty; e7= residual variable for Intent. 
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Research Question 1: Model Fit 
The purpose of the first research question in this study was to assess the fit 
between the observed and predicted covariance matrices for the hypothesized structural 
model and, if possible, to improve the model fit via post-hoc modifications. The 
originally hypothesized structural model did not exhibit good overall model fit. Post-hoc 
modifications resulted in the removal of two regression paths from the model: the path 
from Advising to Intent, and the path from Loyalty to Intent. Model 3 was selected as the 
final model for this study. 
The final model for this study exhibited poor overall fit to the data (χ2 = 89.675, df 
= 9, p = .000; RMSEA = .114; AGFI = .896, NNFI = .964, CFI = .979, PGFI = .409). 
However, no statistically significant discrepancies existed between the observed and 
estimated covariance matrices for the final model. In addition, the model comparison fit 
indices suggested that the final model exhibited acceptable model fit. Based on these 
findings, it was determined that the final structural model did not exhibit strong enough 
model fit to support the existence of causal relationships among the variables as intended. 
In contrast, the final model did support the measurement model for the latent construct 
called Relationship Quality via the indicator variables of Satisfaction, Trust, and 
Commitment.  
This finding supported the conceptualization that Relationship Quality was 
appropriately measured via the indicator variables of Satisfaction, Trust, and 
Commitment. However, modification indices suggested the addition of covariance paths 
between the residual variables for Satisfaction and Trust, and the residual variables for 
Trust and Commitment, which might indicate a mis-specification in the model. This will 
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be discussed further in the Implications for Future Research in this chapter. Additionally, 
the latent construct explained a substantial proportion of each indicator variable and 
indicated a strong predictive relationship to each indicator variable. These findings will 
be discussed in the next sections of this chapter. Finally, the SEM analysis results 
provided support for the underlying assumption of this study that integrating CIT and 
RMT models, in some form, could provide a means to examine the impact of a specific 
college experience on a student’s future enrollment behavior.  
Research Question 2: Variance Explained 
The purpose of the second research question in this study was to determine the 
amount of variance in each endogenous variable explained by the final model in the 
study. It should be noted, however, that because the final model exhibited poor overall 
model fit, the variance explained by the final model should be interpreted with caution 
(Kline, 2011). 
Measurement model. While many SEM studies have focused on the factors 
impacting student loyalty in the higher education context (Bowden, 2011; Helgesen, 
2008; Helgesen & Nesset, 2007; Henning-Thurau et al., 2001; Moore & Bowden-
Everson, 2012; Nesset & Helgeson, 2009; Perin et al. 2012; Rojas-Mendez et al, 2009; 
Thomas, 2011; Wong & Wong, 2011), most of these studies included one or more of the 
individual relational constructs (satisfaction, trust, and/or commitment) as antecedents to 
loyalty. Hennig-Thurau et al. (2001), Lin and Wu (2011), and Perin et al. (2012) each 
included a box around these relational constructs to indicate that the relational constructs 
were dimensions of relationship quality, but did not go so far as to create a latent variable 
for relationship quality. However, Rojas-Mendez et al. (2009) suggested that the impact 
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of the relational constructs on the development of student loyalty should be studied 
through the lens of their combined influence, rather than individually. This study acted on 
that suggestion by including a latent construct for Relationship Quality with three 
indicator variables – Satisfaction, Trust, and Commitment. 
SEM analysis of the final model indicated that the latent construct for relationship 
quality performed well, explaining 87.4% of the variance in satisfaction with the 
university, 81.6% of the variance in trust in the institution, and 86.6% of the variance in 
affective commitment to the university. These findings supported the assumption that 
student-institution relationship quality was appropriately represented as a latent construct 
measured by the indicator variables customarily included in RMT research. However, 
modification indices produced by IBM SPSS AMOS Version 25 software suggested 
correlation between the residual variables for Satisfaction and Trust, and the residual 
variables for Trust and Commitment. This could indicate mis-specification of the 
measurement model, which will be discussed in the Limitations section of this chapter. 
Structural model. SEM analysis results indicated that perceptions of the 
academic advising experienced explained 29.8% of the variance in student-institution 
relationship quality; the combined effect of perceptions of the academic advising 
experience and student-institution relationship quality explained 94.2% of the variance in 
student loyalty to the institution; and the combined effect of perceptions of the academic 
advising experience and student-institution relationship quality explained 2.0% of the 
variance in student enrollment intentions. Conversely, 70.2% of the variance in student-
institution relationship quality, 5.8% of the variance in student loyalty to the institution, 
and 98.0% of the variance in student enrollment intentions remained unexplained. 
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Student-institution relationship quality. From the CIT and SET perspectives, this 
finding validated the assumption that interaction with institutional representatives can 
have a significant impact a student’s social integration, sense of belonging, or social bond 
with the institution (Tinto, 1987, 1993; Bean, 1985; Molm et al., 2007). More 
specifically, this finding supported the assumption that perceptions of the academic 
advising experience contribute substantially to the quality of the student-institution 
relationship, explaining more than one-fourth of the variance in student-institution 
relationship quality. Additionally, this finding provided quantitative statistical evidence 
that bolsters previous, predominantly qualitative, research on this subject (Drake, 2011; 
Roberts & Styron, 2010; Strayhorn, 2012; Tinto, 2012).  
Student loyalty to the institution.  In the final model in this study, the combined 
effect of perceptions of the academic advising experience and student-institution 
relationship quality explained a large percentage of the variance in student loyalty to the 
institution (R2 = 94.2), which seemed disproportionate when compared to previous RMT 
research studies that reported R2 values for student loyalty ranging from .58 to .84. 
(Bowden, 2011; Helgesen, 2008; Helgesen & Nesset, 2007; Henning-Thurau et al., 2001; 
Nesset & Helgeson, 2009; Rojas-Mendez et al, 2009; Thomas, 2011; Wong & Wong, 
2011). Given the poor overall fit of the final model, it should be acknowledged that the 
proportion of variance in student loyalty to the institution explained by the final model 
may represent an over-inflation of the parameter estimate. Regardless, this finding 
supported the assumption that student-institution relationship quality and the variables 
that measure it were a primary contributor to a student’s feeling of loyalty to the 
institution, as well as the assumption that the academic advising experience contributed 
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to the development of student loyalty to the institution and the actions that indicate such 
loyalty (e.g. speaking positively about the institution, recommending the institution to 
others).  
Student enrollment intentions.  The amount of variance in student enrollment 
intentions explained by the final model was small; however, this was to be expected as 
many environmental factors, taken in combination, can influence student persistence 
(Schreiner & Nelson, 2013). This finding provided support for the general assumption 
that interaction with institutional representatives can influence a student’s decision to 
continue enrollment at an institution, and for the specific assumption that interaction with 
academic advisors can have a statistically significant, albeit small, impact on student 
persistence.    
Research Question 3: Direct, Indirect, and Total Effects 
The third research question in this study focused on assessing the direct, indirect, 
and total effects of the exogenous variables on the endogenous variables in the model. 
Parameter estimates for the direct, indirect, and total effects were produced during SEM 
analysis using IBM SPSS AMOS version 25 software. Again, because the final model 
exhibited poor overall model fit, the direct, indirect, and total effects among the model 
variables must be interpreted with caution (Kline, 2011). 
Direct Effects 
In the a priori SEM model for this study, it was hypothesized that perceptions of 
academic advising would have a positive, direct effect on student-institution relationship 
quality and student enrollment intentions. It was also hypothesized that student-institution 
relationship quality would have a positive, direct effect on student loyalty to the 
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institution and student enrollment intentions. Finally, it was hypothesized that student 
loyalty to the institution would have a positive, direct effect on student enrollment 
intentions (de Macedo Bergamo et al., 2012; Thompson & Prieto, 2013). SEM analysis 
results for the final model indicated that perceptions of the academic advising experience 
had a positive, direct effect on student-institution relationship quality (β = .546), but did 
not have a direct effect on student enrollment intentions. Student-institution relationship 
quality had a positive, direct effect on student loyalty to the institution (β = .970), and a 
positive direct on student enrollment intentions (β = .140). However, student loyalty to 
the institution did not have a direct effect on student enrollment intentions, as this path 
was not statistically significant at the .05 level.  
The direct effect from student-institution relationship quality to student loyalty to 
the institution was the strongest path in the final model (b = .970), indicating that student-
institution relationship quality exhibited a substantial influence on student loyalty to the 
institution. This finding was consistent with Relationship Marketing Theory (RMT), 
which suggested that the individual indicator variables for the latent construct called 
Relationship Quality (Satisfaction, Trust, and Commitment) had a substantial impact on 
student loyalty to the institution. However, the more interesting finding, in relation to the 
purpose of this study, was the statistically significant, direct effect of Advising on 
student-institution relationship quality (b = .546). This finding supported the underlying 
hypothesis for this study – that the academic advising experience plays an important role 
in the development of the student relationship to the institution. A good advising 
experience should lead to an improved student-institution relationship; a bad advising 
experience could contribute to a poor student-institution relationship. 




In the a priori SEM model for this study, it was hypothesized that perceptions of 
the academic advising experience would have an indirect, positive effect on both student 
loyalty to the institution and student enrollment intentions via the mediating effect of 
student-institution relationship quality. It was also hypothesized the student-institution 
relationship quality would have a positive, indirect effect on student enrollment intentions 
via the mediating effect of student loyalty to the institution. Finally, the original model 
hypothesized that perceptions of the academic advising experience would have a positive, 
indirect effect on student enrollment intentions via the mediating effect of both student-
institution relationship quality and student loyalty to the institution. SEM analysis results 
for the final model indicated that perceptions of the academic advising experience had a 
positive, indirect effect on student loyalty to the institution via the mediating variable of 
student-institution relationship quality (β = .530), and a positive, indirect effect on 
student enrollment intentions via the mediating variable of student-institution relationship 
quality (β = .076). However, because the regression path from student loyalty to the 
institution to student enrollment intentions was removed from the model, perceptions of 
the academic advising experience did not have an indirect effect on student enrollment 
intentions via the combined effect of student-institution relationship quality and student 
loyalty to the institution. 
In relation to the purpose of this study, the finding that perceptions of the 
academic advising experience had a statistically significant, indirect effect on student 
enrollment intentions (β = .076), albeit through only one mediating variable, was 
noteworthy. This finding supported the supposition that the academic advising experience 
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can impact a student’s decision to continue (or not continue) enrollment with the 
institution. This finding also supported the hypothesis that the relationship between a 
student’s advising experience and the student’s enrollment intentions may be explained, 
in part, by the role that the advising experience plays in developing a positive student-
institution relationship.  
Total Effects 
The final model in this study contained 5 total effects (see Table 35). The largest 
total effect in the final model was the effect of student-institution relationship quality on 
student loyalty to the institution (β = .970). This finding was consistent with the RMT 
framework used to develop the hypothesized model for this study. However, because the 
goal of this study was to examine the effect of perceptions of the academic advising 
experience on student-institution relationship quality, student loyalty to the institution, 
and student enrollment intentions, the more interesting total effects in the final model 
were the total effects of perceptions of the academic advising experience on student-
institution relationship quality (β = .546), student loyalty to the institution (β = .530), and 
student enrollment intentions (β = .076). The positive total effect of perceptions of the 
academic advising experience on student-institution relationship quality is consistent with 
the CIT framework. More importantly, the total effect of perceptions of the academic 
advising on student loyalty to the institution and student enrollment intentions provided 
statistically significant support for the underlying hypothesis that the academic advising 
experience plays a significant role in developing student loyalty and persistence 
behaviors.  




The final model in this study did not support the inclusion of a direct path from 
perceptions of the academic advising experience to student enrollment intentions (p > 
.05). This path was included in the original hypothesized model in an effort to recognize 
the likelihood that the relationships between/among the model variables would not be 
strictly linear. This finding suggested that perceptions of the academic advising 
experience only impacts student enrollment intentions through the mediation of other 
variables. 
The final model in this study also did not support the inclusion of a direct path 
from student loyalty to the institution to student enrollment intentions (p > .05). This path 
was included in the hypothesized model as a direct reflection of the underlying 
theoretical framework (RMT) for the study that a) interaction with an organizational 
representative impacts the quality of the consumer-organization relations, b) improved 
relationship quality leads to feelings of loyalty to the organization, and 3) feelings of 
loyalty lead to a continuation of the consumer-organization relationship. The finding that 
the path from student loyalty to the institution to student enrollment intentions was not 
statistically significant suggested that the final leg of this conceptual path was not 
supported.  
The removal of the path from Loyalty to Intent in the final model was 
disappointing in that it prevented the examination of the relationship between perceptions 
of the academic advising experience and student enrollment intentions via the additional 
mediating variable of loyalty to the institution. If, in fact, perceptions of the academic 
advising experience only influence student enrollment intentions indirectly, it is 
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important to identify the variables that mediate the relationship between perceptions of 
the academic advising experience and student enrollment intentions. The findings of this 
study suggested that student loyalty to the institution is not one of these variables, 
however, as this finding is contrary to the underlying theoretical framework for the 
model, this finding should be explored further. 
For example, because the current study was specifically focused on the impact of 
academic advising on student persistence as reflected by enrollment intentions, it was 
necessary to include a separate variable for enrollment intentions in the model. However, 
many researchers have included relationship continuity (enrollment intentions) as an 
indicator of student loyalty to the institution. This finding may suggest that student 
loyalty to the institution should be represented as a latent variable with multiple indicator 
variables. Alternately, this finding may be a result of the manner in which student 
enrollment intentions was measured – as  a dichotomous variable rather than a continuous 
variable. This will be discussed further in the Implications for Future Research section of 
this chapter.  
Limitations of Findings 
The hypothesized model in this study exhibited poor overall model fit, which 
limits the reliability of the analysis results. The final model exhibited strong path 
coefficients and variance explained values that supported the hypothesized model 
assumptions. Specifically, the final model supported the mediating role of student-
institution relationship quality in explaining the impact that perceptions of the academic 
advising experience may have on student loyalty to the institution and to student 
enrollment intentions. However, these findings must be interpreted with caution. 
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In addition to the determination that the final model exhibited poor overall model 
fit, the findings of this study are limited by issues with data, sampling, and model 
specification. These limitations are discussed in the following paragraphs. 
Data Issues 
Data for this study were collected with an online survey tool through which 
participants were invited to, and reminded to, participate via emails sent to their 
university email accounts. Due to an error in developing the survey in Qualtrics, the 
original data collection was determined to be invalid and unusable, resulting in the need 
for a second round of data collection. From the first data collection to the second data 
collection, the response rate declined from 9.0% to 7.8%. This may have been a result of 
participants in the first study leaving the institution before the second survey was 
administered, or a result of participants in the first survey opting not to participate in the 
second survey. However, having to re-administer the survey led to a smaller sample with 
which to evaluate the hypothesized model.  
Self-reported data.  Self-reported data can be influenced by participant response 
styles. Tendencies to answer favorably or unfavorably, to answer consistently, or to use 
one end of a ratings scale could affect the validity of the data (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, 
Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003; Van Vaerenbergh & Thomas, 2013). Van Vaerenbergh and 
Thomas (2013) expanded on this concern, suggesting that failure to control for response 
styles may produce misleading results, especially when using statistical techniques that 
rely on variable correlation, like the current study did. 




This study was implemented at the researcher’s home institution, including the 
academic unit in which the researcher was an academic advisor. A comparison of the 
sample population to the overall study population revealed that a disproportionate amount 
of survey responses came from students enrolled in the researcher’s academic unit. 
Therefore, it was possible that some participant responses were impacted by social 
desirability bias (Esterberg, 2002; Podsakoff et al., 2003).  
Convenience sampling.  The data for this study were collected at the institution 
at which the researcher was employed due to ease of access to the study population via a 
self-administered online survey. The purpose of quantitative research is to select a 
sample, measure variables of interest, and make inferences about a larger population 
(Fisher & Bloomfield, 2019), which requires a random sample technique. Because the 
sample population for this study was not selected randomly, the findings cannot be 
generalized to the overall study population at the study site or across the larger higher 
education arena. 
Sampling discrepancies.  The sample population for this study was 
representative of the overall population when considering class standing, status, and age. 
However, the sample population was somewhat different from the overall population 
when considering sex, ethnicity, race, and college of enrollment. For example, the sample 
population had an overrepresentation of female respondents (66.7%) compared to the 
overall population (51.6%). The sample population also included higher percentages of 
participants in the Asian (4.1% compared to 2.6 % in the overall population) and White 
(80.4% compared to 74.6% in the overall population) ethnicity categories.  
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These discrepancies might be attributed to nonresponse and propensity to 
response behaviors (Remler & Van Ryzin, 2011). In a review of literature on college 
student characteristics that impact survey response/non-response, Sharkness (2012) 
concluded that, regardless of the survey topic, women were more likely to respond to 
surveys than men and that White and Asian-American students are more likely to respond 
to surveys than other ethnicities. The sample population for this is study was consistent 
with that conclusion.  
Finally, the sample population included a higher percentage of respondents from 
the college in which the researcher was employed (15.2%) than the overall population 
(9.2%) and a lower percentage of respondents from the college that predominantly served 
freshman students (10.2%) when compared to the overall population (18.0%). The over-
representation of participants enrolled in the academic unit in which the researcher was 
employed might be attributed to the fact that the researcher was well known to many of 
the students enrolled in the academic unit, or, possibly by the characteristics of the 
students enrolled in that academic unit (e.g. White females). The lower percentage of 
respondents from the college that predominantly served freshman students might be 
attributed to the fact that students in this college would have had fewer opportunities to 
interact with an academic advisor. 
Model Specification 
Modification indices produced during SEM analysis with ML estimation 
repeatedly suggested the addition of covariance paths between the residual variables for 
Satisfaction, Trust, and Commitment. Correlation between residuals in a measurement 
model may be the result of sampling error (Hermida, 2015), the data collection method 
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utilized (Cole et al., 2007; Fornell, 1983), or mis-specification of the model. Although the 
inclusion of a correlation path between measurement residuals may have improved the 
overall fit of the model in this study, it would have done so without providing additional 
understanding of latent construct being studied (Hermida, 2015). Hermida (2015) 
suggested that the best course of action in this type of situation is to hypothesize what 
variable might be missing from the measurement model and retest the model with new 
data. This will be discussed further in the Implications for Future Research section of this 
chapter.   
Confirmation Bias 
When reporting SEM analysis results, there is a concern that researchers may 
inflate their evaluation of model fit to support the specified model or may be reluctant to 
consider other models that may fit the data equally well (MacCallum & Austin, 2000). 
During the model analysis in this study, model fit was evaluated using parameters 
provided by Schermelleh-Engle et al. (2003) and model re-specification was undertaken 
based on statistical data and modification indices produced during SEM analysis with ML 
estimation using IBM SPSS AMOS version 25; however, model changes were made only 
if they were theoretically supported.  
Once a final model has been selected, Kline (2011) recommended that equivalent 
or near-equivalent models should be considered to avoid confirmation bias. However, 
Kline (2011) also acknowledge that with relatively simple models, like the model in this 
study, it may be difficult to identify equivalent or near-equivalent models. Based on a 
review of the modification indices from the models created during analysis, no 
theoretically or statistically reasonable equivalent or near-equivalent model was 
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identified. Therefore, for purposes of this study, the researcher acknowledged that any 
model developed during this study was based on the sample data provided and that 
equivalent or alternative models should be analyzed in the future to examine the 
relationships between the variables of interest in this study. 
Implications for Future Research 
This study utilized a convenience sampling of students enrolled in the 
researcher’s home institution, and there were discrepancies when comparing the sample 
to the overall population of the institution. As such, it cannot be assumed that the results 
of this study can be generalized to other student populations within the study site or at 
other institutions. The current data set should be disaggregated to determine if the 
hypothesized model exhibits good model fit for some segments of the sample more than 
others. If this were to be determined, further exploration should be undertaken to examine 
why that might be the case. In addition, the study should be duplicated at the original site 
institution, as well as across additional institutions of various types and over time, in 
order to determine generalizability of the findings across student populations and/or 
institution types (Astin, 1993).  
Although the final model in this study did not exhibit good overall model fit, the 
variance explained in the endogenous variables and the direct, indirect, and total effects 
of the exogenous variables on the endogenous variables suggested that the hypothesized 
model may have value in examining the influence of academic advising on student 
enrollment intentions. Based on this, further refinement and testing of the hypothesized 
model should be undertaken.  




As discussed in the limitations section above, modification indices produced 
during the estimation process suggested the addition of a covariance paths between the 
residual variables for the indicators of the student-institution relationship quality latent 
variable. This could indicate mis-specification of the measurement model for 
Relationship Quality (Cole, Ciesla, & Steiger, 2007; Hermida, 2015; MacCallum, 1986). 
The current study was focused on the impact of the perceptions of the academic advising 
experience on student enrollment intentions via the development of affective 
relationships and feelings of loyalty. Based on this, the decision was made to exclude 
calculative commitment (e.g. switching costs), one of Bowden’s (2011) antecedents to 
student loyalty, from the measurement model of the latent construct for Relationship 
Quality. In hind sight, the exclusion of calculative commitment in the measurement 
model may have limited the performance of the latent construct. Future research should 
focus on identifying and testing the inclusion of additional indicator variables for 
Relationship Quality, in order to better measure the latent construct.  
Selection of Measures 
Future research should also focus on improving upon the measurement scales for 
the observed variables in this study. While the measurement scales for Advising, 
Satisfaction, Trust, Commitment, and Loyalty used in the current study exhibited strong 
reliability values through Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA), efforts should be made to 
improve the scales via Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA).  
In addition, an alternate measurement scale for student enrollment intentions 
should be considered. The hypothesized model in this study included a dichotomous yes-
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no response item to capture a participant’s intent to enroll in a future academic term 
based on the Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB). However, TPB does not specify the use 
of a dichotomous variable. Measuring student enrollment intentions using a 7-point 
Likert scale may have provided a more robust reflection of the participants’ level of 
intent to enroll in a future semester and allowed for a clearer representation of the direct, 
indirect, and total effects of each exogenous variable in the model on student enrollment 
intentions. It would also allow for greater flexibility in examining the role of enrollment 
intentions as a stand-alone variable or as an indicator of student loyalty to the institution.  
Implications for Future Practice 
Astin (1993) recommended that higher education institutions need to assess the 
impact of student services programs, like academic advising, and allocate campus 
resources accordingly. Although the hypothesized model in this study did not exhibit 
good model fit, the parameter estimates produced during SEM analysis provided 
statistically significant evidence that the academic advising experience explained more 
than one-quarter of the variance in student-institution relationship quality (R2 = 29.8), and 
that student-institution relationship quality had a substantial direct influence on student 
loyalty to the institution (b = .970) and student enrollment intentions (b = .140). 
While the results of this study are limited, it is recommended that institutional 
efforts to create a positive academic advising experience should be supported by 
institutional leadership (Joslin, 2018). Previous research has suggested that the advising 
experience can be improved by determining advisor caseloads purposefully rather than 
“by the numbers,” maintaining consistent advisor assignments, and providing ongoing 
training to new and veteran advisors alike.  
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Caseloads and Consistency 
Robbins (2013) suggested that the following topics should be considered when 
determining appropriate advisor to advisee ratios: advisor responsibilities, advising 
delivery, advising approaches, student needs, and the advising timeline. Considering 
these items is especially important in open-access intuitions, like community colleges and 
some 4-year public universities, which often serve students who are academically 
underprepared, unsure of career goals, and/or have limited understanding of college 
processes and procedures (Klempin & Karp, 2018). Robbins (2013) also suggested that, 
when determining appropriate advisor to advisee ratios, institutions should recognize that 
advisors often work with students who are not officially assigned to them, and that 
advising takes place in multiple forms, including face-to-face meetings, as well as phone 
conversations, and increasingly, advising via email or other technologies. It is 
recommended that institutions consider all, or most, of these items when determining the 
staffing needs of an advising unit.  
In addition, it has been recommended that all students should be assigned a 
primary academic advisor (White, 2015) upon admission to the institution, and that 
advisor assignments should not be changed (Gwinner et al., 1998) without a specific 
reason for doing so. This is consistent with the student-as-partner paradigm, which views 
the educational experience as a collaboration between the student and institution 
representatives (Mark, 2013). Continuity of the advisee-advisor relationship over time 
can lead to familiarity and comfort with the academic advisor and the advising process 
and can lessen students’ anxiety about the college experience (Ellis, 2014). The length of 
the advising relationship can also influence the strength of the student-institution 
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relationship (Dagger, Danaher, & Gibbs, 2009) and result in reduced student attrition 
(Moore & Bowden-Everson, 2012). 
Advisor Training 
The measurement scale for academic advising used in this study included several 
questions focused on student perceptions of the advisor’s knowledge of university 
requirements and resources, as well as several questions regarding how the advising 
experience and the advisor made them feel. If advisors are expected to be knowledgeable 
about university requirements, policies, practices, and resources, it is essential that they 
receive appropriate, consistent, and ongoing training (Brown, 2008; Joslin, 2018; 
Klempin, Kalamkarian, Pellegrino, & Barnett, 2020; Voller, 2011). Additionally, Habley 
(1987, 2008) emphasized the need to train advisors on how to build relationships with 
students and asserted that “because advising is primarily a relationship…effective 
advising will not take place unless the advisor demonstrates the skills necessary to build 
and maintain a one-to-one relationship with students (2008, p. 307).” The findings of this 
study support the supposition that building relationships can impact students’ institutional 
loyalty and future enrollment intentions. 
Unfortunately, data from the National Academic Advising Association’s 
(NACADA) 2011 National Survey of Academic Advising indicated that institutions do a 
poor job of providing both internal and external training for both new and experienced 
advisors. Voller (2011) recommended that every institution should create a 
comprehensive training program for academic advisors and that advisors should be 
included in both the development and the delivery of advisor training. Additionally, 
Voller (2011) suggested that institutions should identify a training coordinator 
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responsible for the development and execution of advisor training across an institution to 
a) indicate the importance of advisor training to the wider community, and b) ensure 
consistency of advisor training over time. 
Conclusion 
Based on the conceptual models for College Impact Theory (CIT), Social 
Exchange Theory (SET), Relationship Marketing Theory (RMT), and the Theory of 
Planned Behavior Theory (TPB), an a priori structural equation model (SEM) was 
constructed to examine the influence of perceptions of the academic advising experience 
on student-institution relationship quality, student loyalty to the institution, and student 
enrollment intentions. Confirmatory SEM analysis using IBM SPSS AMOS version 25 
software indicated that, even after post-hoc modifications, the hypothesized structural 
model did not exhibit good overall fit to the data (χ2 = 89.675, df = 9, p = .000; RMSEA 
= .114; AGFI = .896, NNFI = .964, CFI = .979, PGFI = .409). Based on this, the model 
did not support the existence of causal relationships among the model variables. 
However, the final model explained a substantial proportion of the variance in student-
institution relationship quality (29.8%) and student loyalty to the institution (94.2%), as 
well as a small proportion of the variance in student enrollment intentions (2.0%). 
Additionally, the measurement model for the latent construct called Relationship Quality 
performed well, explaining a substantial proportion of its indicator variables.   
Interpretation of the path coefficients retained in the final model indicated that the 
direct, indirect, and total effects were consistent with the extant literature and underlying 
theory. The strongest effect in the final model was from student-institution relationship 
quality to student loyalty to the institution (β = .970). However, the more noteworthy 
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findings indicated that perceptions of the academic advising experience had a positive, 
indirect effect on both student loyalty to the institution (β = .530) and student enrollment 
intentions (β = .076). Surprisingly, the influence of Relationship Quality on Intent was 
small (β = .140). A non-linear relationship among the model variables was partially 
supported by the retention of the regression paths from student-institution relationship 
quality to student loyalty to the institution and student enrollment intentions in the final 
model.  
Based on the findings of this study, it is recommended that higher education 
institutions continue to explore the dimensions of the college experience that influence a 
student’s decision to continue enrollment in a future academic term and to examine the 
variables that may facilitate the relationship between experiences and outcomes. In 
relation to the role that academic advising a) plays in the development of the student-
institution relationship, and b) influences student enrollment intentions, it is 
recommended that institutional leaders implement policies and procedures that support a 
positive academic advising experience for all students.  
Although the findings of this study should be interpreted with caution, the 
performance of the hypothesized model provided support for the suppositions that a) the 
academic advising experience has an influence on student persistence, and b) RMT can 
provide a vehicle for examining and/or explaining this relationship. Future research 
should focus on refining, retesting, and cross-validating the hypothesized model.  
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Invitation to Participate 
Hello Wright State University Students, 
I would like to ask you to participate in a survey focused on exploring the 
way that your academic advising experiences affect your relationship with the 
university.  
Participation in this survey is completely voluntary and your responses will 
remain anonymous. The study provides no benefits to participants. One possible 
benefit for the university is a better understanding of the way in which academic 
advising experiences affect student perceptions of the university.  
 
	    







Statement of Informed Consent 
Hello Wright State University Students: 
Thank you for participating in this study focusing on your perceptions of 
academic advising and how this impacts your relationship with Wright State University. 
The purpose of this project to understand how your academic advising experience does, 
or does not, affect your feelings about Wright State University and your decision to 
continue enrollment at the university. 
Your participation in this study is completely voluntary. You are free to end 
participation at any time. Completing the survey indicates your consent to participate in 
the study. 
Your responses will remain anonymous. All survey results will be reported in 
such a way that individual responses will not be identifiable. 
 If you have any questions or concerns about this study, please contact Linda 
Hockaday at linda.hockaday@wright.edu or 937-775-3267.  You may also contact the 
Wright State University Institutional Research Board at (937) 775-5244 if you have any 
questions about your rights as a participant in this research. 
 
Please click on the Next (>>) button to begin the survey.	    







Survey and Codebook 
1. An academic advisor is a faculty or staff member of the university that provides academic advising 
(planning, scheduling, etc.) to students.  When answering these questions about your academic advisor, are 
you thinking about a:  
o   Faculty person at the university (1) 
o   Staff person at the university (2) 
o   Other (3) 
 

























worth my time. 
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
A2. My advisor listens 
to what I have to say. ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
A3. My advisor is 
knowledgeable about 
course offerings. 
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
A4. My advisor has 
helped me develop a 
long-term education 
plan.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
A5. My advisor is 
prepared for my 
advising 
appointments.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
A6. My advisor is 
concerned about my 
overall development 
as a student.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
A7. My advisor 
considers my interests 
and talents when 
helping me choose 
courses to take.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
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A8. After my advising 
appointments, I feel 
that every course in 
my new schedule has a 
purpose.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
A9. My advisor makes 
sure that I get the best 
possible educational 
experience.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 




¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
A11. If my advisor 
does not know the 
answer to one of my 
questions, he/she 
makes the effort to 
connect me to 
someone who does.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
A12. My advisor 
encourages me to 
speak freely in our 
appointments.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
A13. I am given the 
time I need during my 
academic advising 
appointments.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
A14. My advisor and I 
work together as a 
team.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
A15. My advisor acts 
in a professional 
manner.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
A16. I can trust my 
advisor.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
A17. I feel like I will 
graduate in a 
reasonable amount of 
time thanks to my 
advisor’s planning.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
A18. I would 
recommend my 
advisor to a friend.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
A19. My advisor is 
ethical 
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
A20. I find academic 
advising appointments 
to be a positive 
experience. 
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S1. Attending Wright State 
University was a good 
choice.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
S2. I am always delighted 
with this university’s service.  ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
S3. Overall, I am satisfied 
with Wright State University.  ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
S4. I think I did the right 
thing when I decided to 
attend Wright State 
University.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
S5. I feel good about 
attending Wright State 
University.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
T1. I can count on Wright 
State University to provide a 
good service.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
T2. Wright State University 
usually keeps the promises 
that it makes to me.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
T3. Wright State University 
puts the students’ interests 
first.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
T4. Wright State University 
can be relied on to keep its 
promises.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
C1. I am a loyal student of 
Wright State University.  ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
C2. Because I feel a strong 
attachment with Wright State 
University, I remain a student 
with them.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
C3. Because I feel a strong 
sense of belonging with 
Wright State University, I 
want to remain a student with 
them.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
L1. I say positive things 
about Wright State 
University to other people.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
L2. I recommend Wright 
State University to someone 
who seeks my advice.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
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L3. I encourage friends and 
relatives to do business with 
Wright State University.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
L4. I consider Wright State 
University my first choice for 
university education.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
L5. I am willing to maintain 
my relationship with Wright 
State University.  
¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
L6. I am loyal to Wright 
State University.  ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ ¨ 
 
4. Do you plan to attend Wright State University in Spring 2018? 
o   Yes (2) 
o   No (1) 
Condition: Yes Is Selected. Skip To: The following six questions will col.... 
 
4b. Are you planning to complete your bachelor's degree in Fall 2107? 
o   Yes (1) 
o   No (2) 
 
The following six questions will collect demographic data, which will only be used during the data 
screening process to ensure that the group of students completing the survey is representative of the 
college's undergraduate student population. All survey results will be reported in such a way that individual 
responses will not be identifiable. 
 
5. I am a: 
o   Freshman (1) 
o   Sophomore (2) 
o   Junior (3) 
o   Senior (4) 
 
6. I am attending college: 
o   Full-time (12 or more credits/semester) (1) 
o   Part-time (less than 12 credits/semester) (2) 
 
7. I am: 
o   Male (1) 
o   Female (2) 
 
8. I am: 
o   18-20 years old (1) 
o   21-25 years old (2) 
o   26-30 years old (3) 
o   31-35 years old (4) 
o   36-40 years old (5) 
o   41-45 years old (6) 
o   46-50 years old (7) 
o   51 years old or older (8) 
 
 
9. I am: 
o   Domestic (U.S.) student (1) 
o   International Student (2) 




10. I am: 
o   American Indian or Alaskan Native (1) 
o   Asian (2) 
o   Black or African-American (3) 
o   Hispanic (4) 
o   Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander (5) 
o   White/Caucasian (6) 
o   Two or More Races (7) 
o   Other (8) 
 
11. I am currently enrolled in: 
o   Raj Soin College of Business (1) 
o   College of Education and Human Services (2) 
o   College of Engineering and Computer Science (3) 
o   College of Liberal Arts (4) 
o   College of Nursing and Health (5) 
o   College of Science and Math (6) 
o   University College (7) 







Permission to Use Scales 
Perceptions for Academic Advising Scale 
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Relational Construct Scales 
 
Sunday,(January(22,(2017(at(10:35:51(AM(Eastern(Standard(Time
Page(1(of(2
Subject: Re:$Permission$to$use$construct$scales
Date: Friday,$January$20,$2017$at$3:54:19$PM$Eastern$Standard$Time
From: Jana$BowdenDEverson
To: Hockaday,$Linda$M.
Dear$Linda
Thank$you$for$your$email.$You$are$most$welcome$to$use$the$scales$as$you$see$fit.$If$you$require$any$advice$as$you
progress$with$your$study$please$let$me$know.$Best$wishes.$
Kindest$regards
Jana$
Dr$Jana$Bowden
Senior$Lecturer$in$MarkeTng
Master$of$Research$Coordinator$
Department$of$MarkeTng$&$Management$|$Level$6,$E4A$Building
Room$650,$Macquarie$University,$NSW$2109,$Australia
LinkedIN$profile:$h]p://au.linkedin.com/pub/drDjanaDbowden/38/a03/97a
Staff$website:
h]p://www.businessandeconomics.mq.edu.au/contact_the_faculty/all_de_staff/Jana_Bowden
From:$Hockaday,$Linda$M.$<linda.hockaday@wright.edu>
Sent:$Saturday,$January$21,$2017$12:45:19$AM
To:$Jana$BowdenDEverson
Subject:$Permission$to$use$construct$scales
$
Hello$Dr.$BowdenDEverson,
My$name$is$Linda$Hockaday.$In$addiTon$to$being$an$academic$advisor$for$14$years,$I$am$a$doctoral$student$in
OrganizaTonal$Studies$at$Wright$State$University$in$Dayton,$Ohio,$USA.
My$research$interest$focuses$on$the$role$that$academic$advising$plays$in$student$success.$I$am$currently$working
on$my$dissertaTon$proposal$and$the$working$Ttle$is$“Examining$the$Influence$of$Undergraduate$Students’
PercepTons$of$Academic$Advising$on$StudentDInsTtuTon$RelaTonship$Quality,$Student$Loyalty$and$Enrollment
IntenTons:$An$ApplicaTon$of$RelaTonship$MarkeTng$in$Higher$EducaTon.”
I$became$interested$in$approaching$my$dissertaTon$in$this$way$aper$reading$your$arTcle:$Bowden,$J.$(2011).
Engaging$the$student$as$a$customer:$A$relaTonship$markeTng$approach.$Marke&ng)Educa&on)Review,)21(3),$211D
228.$$$$
I$would$very$much$like$to$use$your$scales$to$represent$the$constructs$of$SaTsfacTon,$Trust,$AffecTve$Commitment,
and$Loyalty$in$my$research$and$am$hoping$that$you$would$allow$me$permission$to$do$so.$I$do$not$plan$to$include
the$construct$of$calculaTve$commitment$in$my$study.$However,$if$you$believe$that$this$would$compromise$the
reliability$of$the$scales,$I$can$do$so.
I$appreciate$you$consideraTon$of$my$request$and$look$forward$to$your$reply,
With$best$regards,
$
Linda$Hockaday
